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SCOTTISH PROVIDENT INSTITUTION. 


(ESTABLISHED 1897.) ‘ 
MUTUAL ASSURANCE wirp MODERATE PREMIUMS. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS - £11,000,000. 
THE SURPLUS at last Investigation was £1,423,000. 
More than One-half of the Members who died during the Septennial 
period were entitled to Bonuses which, notwithstanding that the Premiums 


do not as a rule exceed the non-profit rates of other Offices, were, on the 
average, equal to an addition of about 50 per cent. to their Policies. 





BIRMINGHAM : BRIsTOL : CarptirF : LEDs : 
95, Colmore-row. 31, Clare-street. 19, High-street. 35, Park-row. 
LIVERPOOL : MANCHESTER : NEWCASTLE: NorrincHAM: 


95, Castle-street. 10, Albert-square. 1, Queen-street. 27, Victoria-street. 
LONDON: 17, KING WILLIAM STREET, E.C. 
HEAD OFFICE: 6, ST. ANDREW SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 


THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MorTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 








HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
x In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 
tHE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 











LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - + £ 3,000,000 
INCOME .- - - . - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE . - £11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES 
Wrrnovur Prorits. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
Age | Premium | Age Premium | Age Premium 


30 £116 %/,| 40 | £2 10°, 











20 | £178°%, 


£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


| 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. 


~ Duration | 10 yrs. 
£1,438 £1,724 





Amount of Policy | £1,199 £2,067 


Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 


OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere an order for the traasfer of twenty-five 
causes from Mr. Justice Srrrtine to Mr. Justice Farwetn, aad 
of twenty-five causes from Mr. Justice Byrne to Mr. Justice 
Bucx.ey for the purpose of hearing or of trial. 





Mr. Justice Srirtine announced on Wednesday that all the 
judges of the Chancery Division had, after consideration, agreed 
that in all cases where a receiver is appointed in a debenture- 
holders’ action, a direction is to be inserted in the judgment 
that the receiver do ferthwith out of any assets coming to his 
hands pay the debts of the company which have priority over 
the claims of the debenture-holders under the Preferential 
Payments in Bankruptey Amendment Act, 1897; and that the 
receiver be allowed all such payments in his accounts. The 
inquiry No. 6 in the common form of judgment in these actions 
[t.e., whether there are any creditors who are entitled to priority 
of payment] was to be omitted in future, it being considered 
that the object was sufficiently attained by the direction to the 
receiver. The judges had also agreed that a direction should be 
given to the registrars that, in drawing up in future the under- 
taking given by the plaintiff in a debenture-holders’ action on 
the appointment of a receiver to act at once, before security 
given, the undertaking was to be so framed as to extend to all 
liabilities which would be covered by the security when 
completed, and not to the receiver’s receipts alone. 





Two LEGAL events of the current week will certainly be 
recognized as of primary importance from the point of view of 
the labour world. Both of them deal heavy blows at the pre- 
vailing system of organized trades-union strikes. The first of 
these events is the considered judgment of the Court of Appeal 
in the case of Attorney-General v. Merthyr Tydfil Union, delivered 
on Tuesday morning last. It is reported in another column, and 
it is only necessary here to state its effect very briefly. The point 
in question was the right of poor law guardians to grant relief to 
able-bodied strikers, their wives and children, during the con- 
tinuance of a strike. Such relief had been given in the 
Merthyr Tydfil Union during the great South Wales coal strike 
in 1898; and the action was instituted at the suit of the 
Attorney-General on the relation of the Powell Duffryn Steam 
Qoal Co., who were not only one of the largest colliery owners 
but one of the largest ratepayers in the district. Mr. Justice 
19 
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Romer—as he then was—in the court below, refused to make 
any declaration, or grant any injunction, in any way interfering 
with the discretion of the guardians. This decision the Court of 
Appeal have now substantially reversed. In future, therefore, it 
will be competent for any ratepayer, at the commencement of a 
strike, to come to the Chancery Division and obtain an injunction 
restraining the guardians from any contemplated granting of 
relief to able-bodied strikers. The persons who are entitled 
to relief out of the rates are defined by 43 Eliz. c. 2. 
This Act applies roughly to two classes of persons : those who 
are poor and unable to work, who may be relieved uncon- 
ditionally ; and those who are able to work, but have no work 
to do, who may be set to work and so relieved. A person who 
is not only able to work, but has ample work ready to his hand 
if he will do it, is not entitled to relief at all. The wives and 
children of such a person are, however, entitled to relief, if the 
head of the family refuses to work and so support them. If 
they receive relief, such a man clearly comes under the 
description of an idle and disorderly person in the Vagrancy 
Act, 1824, which includes among such persons everyone 
“being able, wholly or in part, to maintain himself or his 
family by work, and wilfully refusing or neglecting so to do, 
by which refusal or neglect he or his family ’’ become chargeable 
to the union. If a man who refuses to work because of a strike 
were often dealt with under this Act, workmen would be very 
careful about striking unless the funds of their trade union were 
sufficient to support them. Where, however, the guardians, or 
the majority of them, are in sympathy with the strikers, it is not 
likely that the Act will be used. But even in this case, it is 
submitted that any ratepayer in the district might take pro- 
ceedings behind the backs of the guardians, as every ratepayer 
is clearly interested in the matter. 





THE sECOND event of the week above referred to is the with- 
drawal by the defendants of their notice of appeal to the House 
of Lords in the case of Lyons v. Wilkins (46 W. R. 461, 
47 W. R. 291). The short effect of the judgments in that case 
—both in the Court of Appeal and in the court below—was the 
prohibition for the future of the practice commonly known as 
“picketing.” As everyone is acquainted with the nature of the 
practice in question, there seems no occasion to dilate on it here. 
The decision, it must be borne in mind, is not aimed at “ picket- 
ing” only when accompanied by violence or threats. It is 
equally applicable to peaceable ‘‘ picketing,” except such as is 
conducted for the single purpose of “ obtaining or communicat- 
ing information.” We do not know why the defendants have 
withdrawn their notice of appeal, but it is easy to hazard a 
guess. Funds, very probably, were not forthcoming to anything 
like the requisite amount. We confess we are sorry that this 
very important question is not to be carried to a higher tribunal. 
It would clearly have been better to have had, once for all, a 
final pronouncement by the highest authority. As it is, the 
decision of the Court of Appeal must be taken, for the time, as 
conclusive. The result, from the point of view of the trade 
unions, can be little less than disastrous. It will be difficult for 
them in future to organize a strike for any length of time, or 
with any hope of ultimate success. Sooner or later, it is almost 
certain that the whole question will have to be reviewed by 
Parliament ; but in the meanwhile it is probably not too much 
to say that in the whole history of trade unionism there have 
never been decisions so inimical to the successful prosecution 
of its ideals as those we have been considering. 





A nzPport on the Companies Bill now before the House of 
Commons has been made by the Parliamentary Committee of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society and has been adopted 
by the Council. It refers to the alterations in the original Bill 
which were formerly suggested by the Council and which have 
been adopted in the present Bill. These include the omission of 
the clauses defining the duties and liabilities of directors, the 
lightening of the particulars to be inserted in prospectuses, and 
the abandonment of the compulsory publication of balance- 
sheets. Numerous criticisms are made also on the provisions of 
the present Bill, many of them founded on practical considera- 





tions which are more familiar to lawyers engaged in the 
formation and working of companies than to the authors of the 
Bill. Clause 4 (1) (ii.), for instance, requires directors to take 
their qualification shares from the company and pay for them in 
cash ; but, provided a director honestly comes by his shares, it ig 
is immaterial from whom he takes them, or whether they are 
paid for in cash or no. Clause 6 contains well-meant proposals 
as to the return of the subscribers’ money in cases where the 
conditions on which the company can go to allotment are not 
complied with ; but the report points out that the time-limit of 
forty days, though increased from the twenty-eight days ia the 
Bill of 1896, would be found impracticable in the case of 
companies formed to carry on business abroad, where the 
promoters relied upon obtaining subscriptions from their 
business connections abroad. Moreover the joint and several 
liability to return the money imposed on directors, the money 
not being in their possession and not under the coatrol of any 
one director, is said to be unduly severe and calculated 
to deter the most desirable class of persons from accepting 
the position of directors. Attentioa is also called to the re- 
strictions in clause 8 upon commencing business and exercisiag 
borrowing powers. Business is not to be commenced until 
certain conditions as to allotment of and payment for shares 
have been complied with. However salutary these requirements 
may seem, it is said that they would be impracticable where the 
business of the new company had to be taken over without 
breach of continuity from old companies or firms. The 
criticism may be just, but it would seem that under such cir- 
cumstances the old business must be carried on until the time 
for transfer has arrived. The point as tothe exercise of borrow- 
ing powers seems to be more serious. The Bill contains a 
clause enabling a simultaneous offer of shares and debentures to 
be made, but it is not clear that the company can forthwith allot 
the debentures ; and the want of such power might be highly 
inconvenient. 





In THE report on the Companies Bill exception is strongly 
taken to the provision of clause 8 (3) that all contracts with a 
company (save for payment of preliminary expenses) shall be 
only provisional until the date when the company can commence 
business, and shall not be binding on the company unless 
adopted after that date. Vendors will hesitate, it is said, to allow 
their businesses to be advertised as transferable to a company 
unless assured that the arrangement will be carried out. But the 
provision is a natural corollary from the priaciple that the com- 
pany is not to commence business with insufficient capital—in 
other words, that a handful of first subscribers are not to be 
sacrificed to find cash for the vendors and promoters. If the 
money to pay for the properties is not forthcoming, the con- 
tracts with the vendors are of little value, whether the statute 
calls them provisional or no. Exception is taken to the shortness 
of time—seven days—allowed for the return to the registrar of 
allotments of shares. But in ordinary cases this would be 
sufficient. Cases where the number is very great, or where 
special difficulties arise, should be left to the discretion of the 
registrar, in whom a dispensing power might be vested. The 
report very properly points out that the penalty of £50 a day 
which may be exacted from directors, as long as a default in 
making the return continues, is too heavy. The-list of matters 
which, under clause 12 (1), must be included in the prospectus 
still specifies ‘‘the dates of, and parties to, every material 
contract,” and waiver clauses are declared void. The report 
questions whether in practice it can be said with sufficient cer- 
tainty what contracts are material. It has to be remembered, 
however, that the Bill studies the safety of investors rather than 
the convenience of promoters, and if doubt arises as to any 
contract it is easy to settle the matter by including particulars 
of the contract in the prospectus. The provision, however, of 
clause 13, that a company shall not, without the consent of a 
general meeting, vary the terms of a contract referred to in the 
prospectus raises, as the report points out, serious difficulties ; 
especially where, for instance, there are numerous agreements 
with landlords, managers, &c. One of the most important 
criticisms of the report is levelled at the proposal that 
debentures shall be void unless registered within seven days. 
The debenture-holder, it is said, cannot in practice attend to the 
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registration himself, and to make his security void for the 
neglect of others is to punish the wrong person. It is pro- 

sed instead that registration shall be enforced by 
imposing @ penalty on the officers of the company ; and, further, 
that the time for registration shall be extended. Exception is 
also taken to the proposal of clause 27, that trade debts incurred 
within three months before a winding-up shall rank in front of 
debenture-holders. The debenture-holders, it is pointed out, 
advance their money for long periods, and have no control over 
the trading, while the tradesman gives—or will give—credit 
with full knowledge of the debentures. 





ArTER A most protracted hearing, the prosecution of H. D. 
Writiamson (Limited) for offences under the Merchandize 
Marks Act has ended in a conviction. It is certainly one of the 
most important cases which has yet been brought before the 
courts under that Act. Shortly stated, the facts were, that the 
defendant company had sold watches described as “ English 
lever watches,” many of the most important parts of which were 
made in a foreign country, while they were put together in Eng- 
land. Under these circumstances the defendants were prosecuted 
under section 2 of the Act for applying to the watches a “‘ false 
trade description,’’ which expression includes any statement 
as to the place or country in which any goods were made. The 
defence was that, as the parts made abroad were in themselves 
of small value compared with the completed watch, and as by 
the custom of the watch trade some parts of almost every watch 
are imported from abroad, the trade description was not false in 
a material respect, and that the watches were substantially 
English. This view the magistrate refused to take. He 
admitted that it was proved that in the watch trade certain 
parts are almost universally made abroad, and that by the 
custom of the trade the hair-spring and main-spring of almost 
every ‘‘ English” watch is of foreign manufacture. He found 
as a fact, however, that, apart from the springs, some of the 
most essential parts of the watches in question came from 
abroad, and that the trade description was false in a material 
respect. It is clear that in a case like this the questions must 
be chiefly questions of fact. On the one hand, it is obviously 
an offence to sell as English a thing all the parts of which are 
made abroad, and which is merely fitted together here. On the 
other hand, an article is none the less properly described as 
“ English made” because some unimportant part is imported. 
There must, however, be a large number of cases of considerable 
difficulty falling between these extremes, and which must 
be treated as questions of fact. Now, in the recent case, if 
some of the minor parts only, such as screws, rivets, or hands, 
had been of foreign origin, the description might have been 


said to be materially true, and the defendants ought to have 


been acquitted. .The same may be said if it had been proved 
that, though some of the most important parts were of foreign 
origin, such parts were practically never made in England, and 
that such fact was well known. But it would be a serious 
blow to home trade to hold that an article might be described 
as made in England when some of its most essential parts, such 
as are largely made at home, were of foreign manufacture. To 
allow a person to buy the chief parts of a watch abroad, fit them 
together here, and then sell the article as an English watch, 
would reduce the Act to an absurdity; and it is to be hoped 
that not only the watch trade, but some other trades which 
might be mentioned, will take warning by this case. 





A noveL port under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897, arose before the Court of Appeal last week in Milner vy. 
Great Northern Railway Co. The appeal was by the employers, 
the railway company, against an award made in favour of the 
respondent, a barmaid employed in one of the appellants’ 
railway refreshment rooms. While in the course of her em- 
ployment, the respondent was injured by a framed advertisement 
falling upon her from the wall of the refreshment room. The 
refreshment room was situate in the railway station, and the 
only means of access to it was through a door opening on to the 
platform. One of the employments to which the Act applies is 
employment on or in or about arailway. The sole question was as 
to whether the accident was brought within the scope of the Act 





by reason of the statutory definition of railway. Section 2 of 
the Act imports the definition of railway contained in the Regu- 
lation of Railways Act, 1873, and that definition includes “ every 
station, &c., of or belonging to such railway and used for the 
purposes of public traffic.” It was contended that, since the 
refreshment room was a part of the station building, the appli- 
cant was employed in or about a railway. The county court 
judge acceded to this view, but the Court of Appeal (A. L. Sumru, 
Coxtins, and Romer, L.JJ.) reversed his decision, holding that 
the refreshment room was not used for the purpose of the public 
traffic of the railway and was not part of the railway within the 
meaning of the Act. It would have been strange if the decision 
had been otherwise; employment about a railway cannot 
reasonably be considered as including the occupation of a bar- 
maid. The question in Rizson v. Pritchard, another compensa- 
tion case decided by the same court, was still less open to doubt : 
the owner of a house over thirty feet in height had acquired 
two adjoining buildings of much smaller dimensions and had 
for his convenience opened a door between the house and the 
nearer of the two low buildings. These two buildings were 
being demolished by the appellants, and the applicant was 
injured while employed in these operations. It was contended 
that the low buildings were one with the house, and that the 
whole formed a building over thirty feet in height so as to entitle 
the applicant to compensation. This contention succeeded in 
the county court, but it found no favour in the Court of Appeal. 
But the most important decision under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act given during the past week was that in the case of 
Sysons v. Knowles § Sons (Limited). There the workman had been 
employed for two days only, and on the second day of his 
employment he met with the accident. He was employed as a 
piece worker at 6s.aday. The schedule to the Act prescribes 
as the amount of compensation in a case of total or partial 
incapacity resulting to a workman from an injury ‘‘a 
weekly payment during the ineagastiy after the second week 
not exceeding 50 per cent. of his average weekly earnings 
during the previous twelve months if he has been so long 
employed, but if not, then for any less period during which he 
has been in the employment of the same employer.” The county 
court judge held that, as the applicant had earned twelve shillings 
during the week (viz, for the two days of employment), his 
average weekly earnings amounted to that sum, and he awarded 
six shillings a week. The Court of Appeal, however, have 
decided that the Act contemplates the workman being employed 
for a time sufficient to enable his weekly earnings to be 
averaged, and that a man who has been employed for less than 
two weeks is not within the scope of the Act at all. Clearly itis 
impossible to arrive at the “‘ average” weekly earnings of a man 
who has been employed for two days only, and upon a strict con- 
struction of the Act the decision is unimpeachable, for the Act 
prescribes no method of ascertaining the compensation to be 
paid in such acase. But having regard to the obvious intention 
of the Legislature to give the benefit of the Act to all workmen 
engaged in certain employments, it may be questioned whether a 
more liberal construction ought not to be put on the word 
“average”; we confess to sharing the doubt which Romzn, 
L.J., expressed in concurring with the other Lords Justices. 





In THE CASE of Greenwell v. Howell, which came before the 
Court of Appeal last week, a new question as to costs under the 
Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, was raised and decided. 
That Act relates (inter alia) to proceedings “ against any person 
for any act done in pursuance or execution or intended execution 
of any Act of Parliament or of ——— duty or authority,” 
and one of its provisions is that ‘‘ whenever in any such action a 
judgment is obtained by the defendant, it shall carry costs to be 
taxed as between solicitor and client.” It was at first considered 
in some quarters that the Act, like many prior enactments tm 
pari materia (which it repealed), applied only to actions for 
damages, and not to actions in the Chancery Division for injunc- 
tions and similar relief. This view finds little support from the 








language of the Act, and it has been shattered by a series 
of decisions, of which Fielding v. The Corporation of Morley 

1899, 1 Ch. 1) (in the Court o Appeal) is the most important. 
‘The Court of Appeal there laid it down that the provision as to 
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costs applies to judgments in actions in the Chancery Division, 
but not to appeals or to interlocutory proceedings. This 
decision has recently been affirmed in the House of Lords. A 
still more recent decision of the Court of Appeal upon the 
question of costs is Shaw v. Hertfordshire County Council (1899, 
2 Q. B. 282), in which it was held that a consent order that an 
action be dismissed with costs is a judgment obtained by 
the defendant carrying solicitor and client costs under 
the Act. In Greenwell v. Howell the action was brought 
against a county surveyor who, under the instructions 
of his county council, and at the suggestion of the plaintiff, 
had entered upon a road claimed by the plaintiff as private, 
in order to test the question of a public right of way. The 
action failed, and Brucsg, J., ordered the plaintiff to pay solicitor 
and client costs. The plaintiff's appeal seems to have been 
based on the ground that the provision as to costs only applied 
where the defendant was a public authority and that the act of the 
county surveyor was not done in pursuance or intended execution 
of an Act of Parliament or of any public duty. But the county 
surveyor was acting under the direction of the county council : 
and the county council had, owing to the default of the district 
council, taken over the powers and duties of the latter body with 
respect to the right of way in question, including the duty, under 
section 26 of the Local Government Act, 1894, of protecting the 
public right, and the power to take legal proceedings for that 
purpose. Under these circumstances the defendant was clearly 
acting in execution of an Act of Parliament, and the Court of 
Appeal rightly decided that he was entitled to the benefit of the 
statutory provisions as to costs. 





Tue action for libel which has been this week successfully 
brought against Mudie’s Library raises a question of great im- 
portance to the numerous class who are engaged in the dissemina- 
tion of literature. In Lmmens v. Pottle (16 Q. B. D. 354) the Court 
of Appeal laid down the principles upon which such persons were 
to be held liable in respect of libellous matter contained in 
publications passing through their hands. The person who sells 
a book or a newspaper is not in the same position as the 
publisher. He has no control over the actual production of the 
work, and it is practically impossible for him to acquaint him- 
self with all that it contains, Although, then, -he is primd facie 
liable in respect of libellous matter, yet be will escape if he can 
ge that he was an innocent disseminator of it; that is, that 

e had no reason to suppose that the publication contained 
objectionable matter, and that his absence of knowledge 
was not due to negligence on his part. In Zmmens vy. 
Pottle, which was the case of a sale of a newspaper, the 
jury found that there was no negligence, and the plaintiff, 
a: failed. The same result followed in Mallon v. 
W. H. Smith & Son (9 T. L. R. 621), which also was a case 
of selling a newspaper. In the present case of Vizetelly v. 
Mudie’s Select Library (Limited) (Times, 7th inst.), the plaintiff 
complained of a libel contained in a book—“ Emin Pasha, his 
Life and Work ”—circulated by the defendants. One hundred 
and thirty copies of the book were taken, and they were with- 
drawn from circulation as soon as notice of the libel was received 
from the caer Notices that the book should be returned 
for cancellation of one page had been previously inserted in the 
Publishers? Circular and the Atheneum, but were not observed 
by the defendants. In his summing up Granruam, J, animad- 
verted on the failure of the defendants to keep proper watch 
over the books which they circulated, and the jury found a 
verdict of £100 for the plaintiff. As to the duty of a circulating 
library in such a matter it is possible to hold opinions differing 
from those of the learned judge. If a book from its origin and 
nature arouses no suspicion, there seems to be no reason why 


the library should not have the benefit of the rule in favour of | 


an “innocent disseminator”’ established by the cases referred 
to above. It is worthy of notice that the Public Libraries Bill, 
which has been introduced in the House of Lords by Lord 
Wispsor, expressly exempts the managers of public libraries 
from liability in respect of libellous matter in any book in the 


WHERE AN AwARD has been made under the provisions of the 
Lands Clauses Act, 1845, in a dispute between a landowner and 
a railway company, the duty of taking up the award, and, 
incidentally, of paying the arbitrator’s fees, is, by section 35 of 
that Act, imposed on the company, and it has long been the 
practice for this duty to be enforced by mandamus: Reg. y, 
South Devon Railway Co. (15 Q. B. 1043); see Reg. v. London 
and North-Western Railway Co. (1894, 2 Q. B. 512). But 
if the company can shew that the award has been 
improperly made, it would seem to be the natural course 
to allow them to raise this point and contest the validity 
of the award in the proceedings for a mandamus; and 
this view was taken by Coxtins, L.J., in the recent case of 
Reg. v. London and North-Western Railway Co. (1899, 1 Q. B. 921), 
There a claim in respect of minerals was governed either by 
the Railway Clauses Act, 1845, or by an earlier special Act. 
An award was made on the footing that the Railway Clauses 
Act was applicable, and under section 35 of the Lands Clauses 
Act the mine-owners sought to compel the company to take up 
the award. The company contended that the award should 
have been made under the special Act, but even if this were so, 
it was still a question whether the point could be taken on the 
application for the mandamus. In the view of A. L. Surru, L.J., 
it could not. When an award has been made, he said, it is the 
duty of the company to pay the fees and take it up, and the 
time for disputing the award comes afterwards, when it is 
sought to be enforced. It was held by Corts, L.J., on the 
other hand, that it wasa good answer to the application for a 
mandamus that the award had been made without jurisdiction. 
But as the majority of the court held that the award was pro- 
perly made under the Railway Clauses Act, and the company 
therefore had in fact no defence, this difference of 
opinion was immaterial, and Romer, L.J., did not touch 
the point. The House of Lords, however, before whom the 
case has recently been (Zimes, 14th ult.), have been firm upon 
the technical point, and have declined to discuss the validity 
or invalidity of the award. Primd facie, said the Lord 
Chancellor, it was valid, and the company were bound to take it 
up, though their rights were not concluded till an action had 
been brought upon it. The chief result of the decision 
apparently will be to necessitate a second appeal to the same 
tribunal when the action on the award is brought. 








BUILDING LEASES WITH RESERVATION OF 
MINERALS. 


Few, if any, decisions have occasioned such widespread dismay 
as that in Re Newell and Nevill’s Contract (48 W. R. 181; 1900, 
1 Ch. 90). The headnote, which states the effect of the decision 
accurately, is, ‘‘ The Settled Land Act, 1882, does not enable 
the tenant for life to lease the surface reserving the minerals.” 
We have heard of a case where upward of five hundred leases 
on the same estate were alleged to be invalid owing to this 
decision. 

The facts in Re Newell and Nevill were as follow: The 
property in question formed part of a settled estate. An order 
of court was made authorizing the tenant for life to grant 
building leases for 999 years, on the conditions specified in the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. In pursuance of this authority, the 
tenant for life granted a lease with a reservation of ‘all mines, 
&c.”” It was held that the lease was invalid on the ground that 
the power in the Settled Land Act, 1882, to grant a lease of the 
land ‘‘or any part thereof” did not authorize the grant of the 
lease of the surface only, and that a mere horizontal stratum is 
not “ part” of the land. 

As we shall shew, the ordinary powers contajned in settle- 
ments made before 1883 to grant leases for twenty-one years or 
building leases did not contain express powers to reserve mines, 
eo that if the decision in Re Newell and Nevill is correct, the 
greater number of building leases granted under powers in 
settlements before 1883 are invalid. There are, however, some 
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(1) The Practice of Conveyancers.—For about seventy years 
(our researches have not extended further back) it has been the 
practice of conveyancers not to insert in the common power to 
grant building leases any power to reserve mines or minerals 
(see Barton (ed. 3, 1821), p. 423; Davidson’s Common Forms 
(1846), p. 166 ; Martin’s Precedents (1844), vol. 4, p. 532 et seq. ; 
Jarman (ed. 3, 1849), vol. 11, pp. 618, 873; Hughes (ed. 2, 
1855), vol. 2, p. 867; Orabb (ed. 5, 1859), vol. 2, p. 1385; 
Housman (1861), Prec. No. 496; Prideaux (ed. 6, 1870), vol. 
2, pp. 1, 280, 281; Davidson (ed. 3, 1871), vol. 3, part 2, p. 
1006), and yet it is notorious that nearly all building leases 
contain exceptions or reservations. It will be found on a 
careful comparison of the power to grant building leases 
conferred by the Settled Land Act, 1882, with that contained 
in any of the works mentioned above, that the powers, with 
some slight difference of language, mean the same, so that 
if a lease granted containing a reservation of mines is valid if it 
is granted under an express power, it is valid if it is granted 
under the power conferred by the Settled Land Act, 1882. Ina 
case of this nature, the construction of a common form, the 
practice of conveyancers is entitled to very great weight, though 
it may not be absolutely conclusive : see yer Expon, L.C., in Sinith 
v. Doe d Jersey (2 Brod. & Bing., at p. 599); per Expoy, L C., in 
Howard v. Ducane (T. & R., at p. 86); per Jamzs, L.J., in Re 
Ford and Hill (10 Ch. D., at p. 370). It is hardly to be supposd 
that every conveyancer or solicitor who has drawn a building 
lease of settled land or, we may add, a common farming lease, 
with an exception of timber or mines, has gone astray. Add to 
which that there must be many cases in which it has been to the 
interest of a lessee to maintain that his lease was invalid, 
or of a reversioner to assert that a lease granted by his pre- 
decessor in title was invalid, and that we have not found, or even 
heard of, a case in which it was attempted to maintain that a 
lease granted under an express power was invalid merely 
because it contained a reservation of mines. The effect of a 
power depends upon the true meaning of the words employed in 
it, and it appears only reasonable to suppose that where persons 
learned in the law have invariably placed the same construction 
on the same or similar forms of words, that construction is 
correct. Or, to word the argument slightly differently, the 
draftsman wishes to confer power to grant a building lease 
authorizing the exception of mines. He finds that a certain 
form of words has always been considered to confer such a 
power, and according to the rule that ‘“‘new inventions in 
assurances are dangerous” (Co, Lit. 377)), and remembering 
that a Chief Justice who attempted to make a new form of 
assurance has been held up to ridicule for upwards of 600 years, 
the prudent draftsman always employs the common form. 

(2) The Nature of the Lessee’s Interest.—There is a broad dis- 
tinction between the rights of a person taking under a sale and 
under a lease. - In the former case, a conveyance of “land” 
includes all proprietary rights of every nature, whether above 
or below the surface. On the other hand, by the grant of a 
lease, the lessee, in the absence of express words, obtains no 
right to commit waste—in other words, he does not obtain full 
rights of ownership over such things as mines or timber; 
they remain in the reversioner, who can claim as his chattels 
minerals or timber wrongfully severed. The lessee has only the 
right of support from the minerals and the right of shade from 
the trees, but the lessor is during the term prevented from 
asterting his rights as owner over them. The sole distinction 
between a building lease including the minerals and one ex- 
cluding them appears to be that in the former case the lessee can 
prevent the lessor from working them, while in the latter case he 
cannot prevent him. In either case he has the right to support. 
Now what does the lessee under a building lease require for the 
purpoées of building? He requires only a right to build on the 
surface and to dig down for such depth as may be requisite for 
foundations, and he also requires the right to support. It 
appears, therefore, that it must be absolutely immaterial to 
him whether the minerals are included or not. It appears to 
follow that a power to grant a building lease must include a 
power to grant a lease excluding the minerals. 

(3) Construction of Power Influenced by the Context.—It is a 
cardinal rule of construction that the words of an instrument 


1882, contains, not only a power to grant building leases, but 
also a power to grant mining leases. If the construction placed 
on the power to grant building leases in Re Newell and Nevill— 
namely, that the power does not authorize the grant of a lease 
of the surface only—is correct, it follows that if a mining lease 
of settled land is granted, it will not be possible subsequently 
to grant a building lease ; or that if a building lease is granted, 
it will be impossible subsequently to grant a mining lease of 
the same land. Bearing in mind that it is the constant and 
convenient practice in mineral estates to grant mining 
and building leases of the same land to different persons, this 
construction is so repugnant to what is generally done that we 
are irresistibly led to the conclusion that some other construc- 
tion ought to be placed on the powers so as to enable a building 
and mining lease to be granted of the same land; in other 
words we are led to construe the power to grant building leases 
as authorizing the grant of a lease with the reservation of mines 
and minerals. . 

(4) The Leases Acts, 1849, 1850.—Section 2 of the Act of 1849 
and section 3 of the Act of 1850 provide, in effect, that au invalid 
lease granted in the intended exercise of a power shall be 
considered as a contract for the grant of a valid lease under the 
power “ to the like purport and effect as such invalid lease save 
so far as any variation may be necessary in order to comply with 
the terms of the power.” This provision will not enable building 
leases with an exception of minerals, granted under the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, or under an express power to grant leases at 
rack-rent, to operate as a contract to grant a lease without such 
exception, for it will be observed that the rack-rent of a lease 
excluding minerals must be less than that of a lease 
comprising the minerals, so that the contract would be for a 
lease at less than rack-rent, and would therefore be invalid. 

In cases where the reversioner is seised in fee and is willing to 
confirm the lease, it will not be necessary to employ a deed for 
this purpose, as the Act of 1850 provides that where, upon or 
before the acceptance of rent under such invalid lease, a 
memorandum, &c., confirming such lease is signed by the person 
accepting the rent, or by some person by him lawfully authorized, 
such acceptance shall, as against the person so accepting such 
rent, be deemed a confirmation of such lease. 








THE DOCTRINE OF RATIFICATION. 


Tue doctrine of the ratification by a principal of the contract of 
his agent is one of the most familiar in the law. Omnis 
ratihabitio retrotrahitur et mandato priori equiparatur is a maxim 
with which a lawyer becomes acquainted at an early stage in his 
course. It is singular, therefore, that the point which has just 
been decided by the Court of Ap (A. L. Sarr, Coxtrs, 
and Romer, L.JJ.) in Durant v. Roberts (Times, 3rd inst.) should 
still have been open to discussion. When an agent professes to 
act on behalf of another, without authority from that other at 
the time, it is admitted that the principal is at liberty to ratify 
the contract, and to take both the benefits and the liabilities of 
it. On the other hand, if a man contracts solely on his own 
account and without any view to a principal, it is not competent for 
a stranger afterwards to come into the contract. The contract was 
not made with a view to his benefit, and there is no question of 
ratification. He might in this way adopt the contract if such a 
thing were permitted, but adoption of a contract by a stranger the 
law does not recognize. Suppose, however, that while out- 
wardly purporting to contract as principal, he intends to contract 
on behalf of another whose authority he expects subsequently 
to obtain, is the doctrine of ratification applicable, so as to allow 
of the intended principal, upon ratification, taking over the 
contract? This is the question which arose in the case just 
referred to, and it was answered in the negative by A. L, 
Surrn, L.J., and in the affirmative by Cotirvs and Romer, L.JJ, 

The strength of the position adopted by A. L. Surra, L.J., 
lies in the numerous dicta he was able to adduce that the 
doctrine of ratification assumes that the agent, at the time of 
the contract, professes to be merely an agent. “ That an act 
done for another,” said Trypat, O.J., in Wilson v. Tummon (6 M. 
& Gr., p. 242), ‘by a person, not assuming to act for himsel/, but for 
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ever, becomes the act of the principal, if subsequently ratified by 
him, is the known and well-established rule of law.” ‘‘ The rule 
as to ratification,” said Parke, J., in Vere v. Ashby (10 B. & C., 
p. 298), “applies only to the acts of one who professes to act as 
the agent of one who afterwards ratifies.” ‘‘It is clear law,” 
said Ertz,-C.J., in Watson v. Swann (110. B.N.S., p. 769), 
“‘that no one can sue upon a contract unless it has been made by 
him, or has been made by an agent professing to act for him, and 
whose act has been ratified by him.” ‘‘ Wherever,” said Lord 
WENSLEYDALE, in Ridgway v. Wharton (6 H. L. C., p. 296), “a 
man purports to make a contract with the agent of another, in 
order to bind that other the agent must have authority from him. 
It matter not whether it is authority previous or subsequent. 
If a man, professing to act for another, makes a contract for him, 
and authority is afterwards given by that other, the authority 
given subsequently is equal to authority given before.” 

If these dicta represented actual decisions, there is no 
doubt they would be conclusive upon the point in dispute. 
They lay it down, as a‘condition of subsequent ratification, that 
the person contracting shall ‘‘ assume ” or ‘‘ profess”’ to act, not 
for himself, but for another. But, in fact, the precise point 
whether intention to contract as agent must be accompanied by 
an open declaration of agency was not raised in any of these 
cases. In Wilson v. Zummon it was held that acts done under 
the authority of the sheriff in the execution of his duty could 
not be adopted by an execution creditor, so as to involve him in 
liability for the acts. The sheriff acted quite independently of 
the creditor. In Vere v. Ashby it was held that a partner was 
not liable on a bill drawn before he entered the partnership. 
Here, again, the persons contracting on the bill contracted 
at the time in act and in intent on their own behalf. 
In Watson v. Swann an insurance broker, who had 
effected an insurance on his own account, was not allowed 
afterwards to devote it to the protection of a client’s goods. 
And in Ridgway v. Wharton the question was as to the actual 
authority of a person professing to contract as agent. In none 
of these cases did the circumstance exist of a person professing 
to act as principal, but intending to act only as agent. 

The only case in which this exact point has arisen appears 
to be an unreported case of Matheson v. Kilburn in the Court 
of Appeal (Lord Catmys, L.C., Cocxsury, O.J., and Brert, 
L.J.) in 1877, referred to in the notes to Armory v. Delamirie 
in Smith’s Leading Cases (10th ed., I., 349). In that case a 
person, intending (as it was alleged) to buy on behalf of 
another, but without authority from him, and without avowing 
that he was acting for another, bought goods in his own name. 
Lords Carrns and Brerr, L.J., it is said, were of opinion that 
a contract so made was incapable of ratification by the person 
for whom the buyer intended to buy ; but Cocxsury, C.J., held 
that, if the buyer really intended to act on behalf of another, the 
fact of his not having avowed his intention could not prevent a 
ratification by the undisclosed principal, who, had he given 
prior authority, would have been liable whether the agent did 
or did not disclose the fact that he was agent. In the result, 
however, it was unnecessary to determioe the point, since upon 
the evidence it did not appear that the buyer really did intend 
to buy on behalf of another. 

The present case of Durant v. Roberts, accordingly, had to be 
dealt with, in the view of Corzins and Romer, L.JJ., upon the 
assumption that there was no authority binding on the court, 
although there were numerous dicta which assumed a declara- 
tion of agency to be essential to permit of subsequent ratification, 
including the opinions of Lord Carrns and Brett, L.J., in 
Matheson v. Kilburn, The dissentient opinion, however, of 
Cocxsury, O.J., in that case suggested the true test by 
which the question should be decided. It is settled 
that where there is a precedent authority, the liability 
of the principal does not depend upon disclosure of agency 
at the time of the contract. The omission to disclose the 


agency makes all the difference in the liability of the agent, and 
he exposes himself to being sued as principal; but it does not 
affect the liability of the undisclosed principal, against whom, 
so soon as he is disclosed, the other party can enforce the con- 
tract. If, then, the disclosure of agency is not essential in a 
case where the agent has authority at the time of the contract, 
why should it be essential in a case where the agent obtains his 


authority by subsequent ratification? Ratification is a matter 
solely between the agent and his principal, and the maxim of 
the law is that where ratification is given the effect is to be the 
same as if there had been a precedent authority. On the 
other hand, as between the agent and the other contract- 
ing party there is no need for the agency to be disclosed 
at the time of the contract. It seems to be only necessary 
to put these two statements together to arrive at the con- 
clusion that ratification is permissible, even though there ig 
| no disclosure of agency when the contract is made. It is enough 
that the agent intends at the time to contract on behalf of a 
principal in the expectation of securing ratification. Disclosure 
of agency is no more necessary in a case of ratification than in a 
case where there is precedent authority. This is the conclusion, 
accordingly, at which Coriins and Romer, LJJ., arrived in 
Roberts v. Durant. A. was authorized by B. to purchase wheat 
at a certain price. He purchased wheat from ©. in his own 
name at a higher price, expecting to get B.’s sanction. The 
fact of A.’s agency was not at the time disclosed toC. 3B. subse- 
quently ratified the contract. It was held that, since A. intended 
at the time to contract for B., the ratification was effectual to 
make B. liable on the contract, notwithstanding the non- 
disclosure of the fact that A. was contracting on behalf of B. 


REVIEWS. 
DIVORCE. 


LAw AND PRACTICE IN DIVORCE AND OTHER MATRIMONIAL CAUSES, 
By W. J. Drxon, B.A., LL.M., of the Inner Temple. Turrp 
EpDITION, REVISED TO DaTE. William Clowes & Sons (Limited), 


This work deals, in four chapters, with the law relating to the 
dissolution of marriage, and, in eight chapters, with the practice in 
divorce and other matrimonial causes. As a preliminary to the 
dissolution of marriage, the elements which constitute a valid 
marriage are considered, but by a singular oversight no reference is 
made to the Marriage Act, 1898. The attendance of the registrar in 
chapels, in accordance with section 20 of the Marriage Act, 1536, is 
still insisted upon (p. 33), although section 4 of the Act of 1898 enacts 
that, notwithstanding section 20 of the Act of 1836, marriages may 
be solemnized ‘‘ without the attendance of any registrar.’”’ And in 
reference to the capacity to enter into the contract of marriage, the 
statement (p. 4), that usually the capability of persons to contract is 
held to depend on the law of the place where the contract is made 
—a statement for which reference is made to Simonin v. Maillac 
(2 Sw. & Tr. 77)—is hardly complete without a reference also to 
Sottomayor v. De Barros (3 P. D. 1), where the capacity to marry was 
held to depend on the law of the domicil. Neither of these omissions, 
however, detracts from the real utility of the book, the object of 
which is to set before the practitioner, concisely and clearly, the 

oints which arise in proceedings in matrimonial causes. This Mr. 

ixon does with considerable success. The grounds on which the 
suit for dissolution of marriage can be brought, and the answers to it, 
are set forth with sufficient fullness for practical purposes, but at the 
same time in such a manner as to make it easy to pick out the precise 
information necessary for the matter in hand. The chapter intro- 
ductory to the part of the book dealing with practice is similarly 
compiled with a view to presenting in the briefest and readiest form 
the official requirements which it is essential to know. The most 
important subject of all in respect of its effect on the issue of the 
proceedivgs is evidence, and the chapter dealing with this has been 
very carefully compiled. Adequate attention also has been given 
to the subject of costs. The appendices contain the text of the 
relevant enactments, and the rules and forms required in practice. 
The work forms a useful and handy manual of divorce law and 
procedure. 





THE LAW OF ACCOUNT. 


THE LAw oF ACCOUNT: BEING A CONCISE TREATISE ON THE 
RIGHT AND LIABILITY TO ACCOUNT, THE TAKING OF ACCOUNTS, 
AND AOccoUNTANTS’ CHARGES. By Sypngy £, WILLIAMS. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A glance at the table of contents prefixed td this book will remind 
the reader of the numerous relations in which the liability to account 
arises. Prominent among these are the cases of partners, of 
mortgagees, and of trustees and executors, and with each Mr. 
Williams deals in considerable detail, and, as far as we have observed, 
due notice is taken of the most recent cases. The liability of the 
mortgagee to account raises the question of his right to charge a bonus 
or commission, and the cases which militate against this right are 
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properly followed by a reference to Biggs v. Hoddinot (1898, 2 Ch. 307), 1 
in which the rule that the mortgagee may not get a collateral advan Together with Forms of the Summonses, Orders, Affidavits, &., 
in addition to payment of principal, interest, and costs was distinctly | used therein. By Micnazt Canabf, Barrister-at-Law. Third 
get aside. The right of the solicitor-mortgagee, however, to| Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
remuneration for legal work depends, as Mr. Williams points out,on| Privy Council Ap : @ Manual shewing the Practice and 
the Mortgagees’ Legal Costs Act, 1895. The subject of accounts | Procedure in Colonial and Indian Appeals before the Lords of the 
naturally raises various questions on the Statate of Limitations, and | Judicial Committee of Her Majesty's most Honourable Privy Council. 
the relevant cases in this connection are given, including, for instance, | By Tuomas PRESTON, F.8.A., Record Clerk in the Judicial Department 
the recent decision in Coburn v. Colledge (1897, 1 Q. B. 702), that in the | of the Privy Council. With Notes and Modern Precedents and Forms. 
case of @ solicitor’s costs the statute runs from the time when the work | Pyblished by permission of the Lord President. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 
is completed, and does not depend upon the delivery of the bill of The Acts of Uniformity : Thei d Effect. By T. A. La 
costs. A chapter is devoted to accounts as between solicitor and Vi 4 ‘M, ed Ae ge # eir Scope an » By +. &. LACEY, 
dient, and other subjects dealt with include accounts of rents and | ‘*°F © adingley. Rivingtons. 

rofits, accounts as between principal and agent, accounts of receivers 


and liquidators, and accounts in patent and trade-mark cases. In i 
addition to the treatment of accounts in special relations, the intro- CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


ductory chapter contains useful information as to accounting 
generally, including set-off and the appropriation of payments. Mr. 
Williams has discovered a good subject, and he has dealt with it in a 
THE LUDINGTON CIGARETTE MACHINE CO. ». THE BARON 
CIGARETTE MACHINE CO. No. 2. 29th Feb. 
Patent—ActTIon ror INFRINGEMENT—PkTITION FOR RevocaTIon—LEAVE TO 


useful and practical manner. 
SALE OF FOOD AND DRUGS. Disctarm—Oonpitions—Form or ORDER. 


THE SALE OF Foop AnD Drucs. THE Sate or Foop AND DRUGS! hig was an appeal against a decision of Kekewich, J. The action was 
Acts, 1875 AND 1879, THE MARGARINE ACT, 1887, AND THE SALE | prought to restrain the infringement by the defendants of the plaintiffs’ 
or Foop AND Drugs Act, 1899 (wiTH NoTES OF THE REPORTED | patent. The defendants presented a petition for the revocation of the 
Cases) By T. C. H. Heppsrwicx, M.P., Barrister-at-Law. | plaintiffs’ patent. The plaintiffs then applied to the court for liberty to 
Eyre & Spottiswoode. apply at the Patent Office for leave to amend their specification by way of 




















- have found the first edition useful. 


; sas disclaimer. The specification had made twenty-two claims, and the 
The passing of the Act of 1899 has made a new edition necessary of Jaintiffe proposed to disclaim all but two of them. The patent had be 


any VK on Gis subject of the atultention of fest, ont Gane fa existence for eight years. The defendants had made and sold machines 


which were alle; 
machines were costly, and the plaintiffs’ patent after the disclaimers would 


the appearance of this second edition of Mr. Hedderwick’s little book 
will be welcomed by the many practitioners and public officers who 
Besides incorporating the new 
Act, this edition notes the decisions on the Acts down to a v 

receat date. The more important of these decisions are given wit. 
a considerable amount of fullness, and the effect of each seems to 
be stated with accuracy and clearness. There is a very useful note 
om the adulteration of milk—that commodity which demands the 
attention of the courts more frequently than any other. The great 
difficulty in dealing with milk has arisen from the fact that the 
amount of water in pure milk varies so widely. Much of the 
difficulty, however, will probably now be ended by the operation of 
section 4 of the new Act, which gives power to the Board of Agricul- 
ture to determine what percentage of water shall raise a presumption 
that the milk has been watered. This book will supply all informa- 
tion required by the practitioner who has to study these Acts, and 
contains all that an annotated copy of statutes can be expected to 
contain. 
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LICENSING LAW. 

THE LicznsInc LAws, sO FAR AS THEY RELATE TO THE SALE OF 
INTOXICATING Liquors, AND TO THEATRES, Music, DANcING, 
AND BriuiarpDs. By R. M. Montcomery, Barrister-at-Law. 
SzconD Epirion. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
Quite a crop of new books on the liquor laws has sprung up within 
the last few years. Almost every one of them is carefully and 
accurately compiled, and is a useful book for the practitioner. There 
are, however, far too many of them, especially when we consider the 
existence of certain much older works which were firmly established 
before these saw the light. It is very unlikely, therefore, that many 
will see a second edition. This book, however, has now reached 
a second edition. It has an advantage over some of its rivals by 
having been longer in the field, but it is undoubtedly one of the best 
of the many which has appeared of late years on this difficult subject, 
and one of those most likely to survive the competition. Useful 
chapters have been added to this edition on covenants in leases 
relating to the sale of liquor, and on covenants to buy beer, &c., from 
the Jandlord of a public-house. The book is clearly written and well 
arranged. It is brought well up to date, and will be found a useful 
and sufficient text-book on its subject. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Ruling Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by Robert 
CaMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Assisted by other Members of 
the Bar. With American Notes by Lronarp A. Jongs, A.B., LL.B, 
(Harv.), Judge of the Court of Land Registration of Massachusetts. 
Vol. XX: Patent. Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 25s. net. 
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to be infringements of the plaintiffs’ patent. These 


only apply to small parts of the machines Some of the defendants’ cus- 
tomers, who had to pay for their machines by instalments, were refusing 
to pay the instalments on the meg that they would be prevented by the 
—s from using their ines. Kekewich, J., gave the plaintiffs the 
iberty they asked for on condition that the plaintiffs should undertake not 
to bring or maintain any action for the infringement of the patent in 
respect of machines or any parts of machines made previously to the date 
of his order. He was o — that in Deeley v. Perkes (1896, A. C. 496) 
the House of Lords had laid down that this condition ought as a general 
rule to be imposed in such cases. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Cover (Linpiry, M.R., Ricsy and VaucHan Wiurams, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Liypoiey, M.R, said that in the peculiar circumstances of the present 
case he thought that the condition was a proper one. He was not, how- 
ever, prepared to say that the form of order in Deeley v. Perkes was to be 
adopted as a common form. He did not think that the House of Lords 
intended anything of the kind. The circumstancesin Deeley v. Perkes were 
very special, and the condition was imposed with a view to those circum- 
stances. 

Rigsy and Vaveran WiraMs, L.JJ., agreed.—Counset, Bousfield, Q.C., 
Lewis Edmunds, Q.C., and J. C. Graham; T. Terrell, Q C., and A. J. Walter. 
Soxicrrors, Wilson, Bristows, § Carpmael ; Beyfus § Beyfus. 

[Reported by J. I. Srizuine, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re A. B. & CO. No 2. 28th Feb. 


Bankruptcy — ForgiGNerR Not Restpent in ENGLAND — ASSIGNMENT IN 
Favour or Crsprrors—Derstor—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. 
c 42), ss. 4 (a), 6 (@). 
This was an appeal from a decision of Mr. Registrar Linklater. The 
appellants were creditors of certain traders who were citizens of the United 
States resident in Baltimore and carrying on business there. They also 
carried on business in London by means of a manager. They had assets of 
value in London and had incvrred debts there in the course of their 
trading. In December last they executed in the United States a deed by 
which they assignc i all their Lig Sk to their manager at Baltimore as a 
trustee for their creditors. Two ish creditors presented in England a 
bankruptcy petition against the traders, alleging the execution of this 
deed as an act of bankruptcy. Under section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, ‘‘ a debtor commits anact of bankruptcy . (a) 1f in England 
or elsewhere he makes a conveyance or assignment of his property 
to a trustee or trustees for the benefit of his creditors generally.’ By 
section 6, ‘* A creditor shall not be entitled to prevent a bankruptcy petition 
against a deb‘or unless . . (@) the debtor is domiciled in England, 
or, within a year before the date of the presentation of the petition, has 
ordinarily resided or had a dwelling-house or place of business in 
England.’’ The registrar held that the debtors, bemg foreigners not in 
England, were not subject to the Act. The peti‘ioning creditor appeak d. 
| Tue Court (Linptey, M.R., Riesy and Vavenan Wittrams, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lixpizy, M.R.—I do not say anything about the view I should have 
taken in this case if it were not for the previous deci-ions of the Court of 
Appeal, which are binding on this court. But having regard to those 
decisions this appeal must fail. Bankruptcy isa serious matter; it has 
sometimes been called a statutory execution. At any rate it alters the 
status of a debtor, and that must not be forgotten when we are dealing 
with foreigners who are not subject to ourlaws. The decisions go to this, 
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that unless Parliament has conferred on the court power to alter the status 
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of foreigners in terms which are unmistakable we ought not to doit. The 
court must not, in the absence of express words, assume that the Legislature 
intended it todo that which might startle foreigners, and perhaps give 
offence to foreign Governments. Unless the Legislature has said so in 
express terms the court ought not to do this. That was the principle of 
the decisions in Ex parte Blain (28 W. R. 334, 12 Ch. D. 522) andin Re 
Crispin (21 W. R. 491, 8 Ch. App. 374). Those cases were not under the 
Act of 1883, but in Re Pearson (40 W. R. 5382; 1892, 2 Q B. 263) the court 
said that section 6 of the Act of 1883 was not plain enough to override that 
principle. I feel the difficulty about section 6, and if it were not for those 
decisions I might think that section did bring a debtor within that juris- 
diction, but having regard to thoce cases the appeal must fail. 
Ricry and Vaveuan Wrturams, L.JJ., agreed.—CounseL, Herbert Reed, 
Q.C., and Muir Mackenzie ; C. A, Russell, Q.C , and Carrington. Soxicrrors, 

Bentwich § Co. ; J. H. Moggridge. 
[Reported by J. I. Strruinc, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. GUARDIANS OF MERTHYR TYDFIL UNION. 
No. 2. 6th, 7th, 8th, 9th, 12th, 13th Feb., and 6th March. 


Pook Law—Retier—Inwrrorer Rewtier —Strrke—Witrut Rervsat To 
Worx—“ Suppen ann Urncent Necessity ’’—Poor Law Act, 1834 (4 & 5 
Witt. 4, c. 76), ss. 52, 54, 105—Poor Law Amenpment Act, 1844 (7 & 8 
Vicr. c. 101), ss. 32, 36—Poor Law Avpir Act, 1848 (11 & 12 Vicr. c. 91), 
s. 4—Vacrants Act, 1824 (5 Gro. 4, c. 83), s. 3. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, L.J. (then Romer, J.), to 
the effect that the poor law guardians of the Union of Merthyr Tydfil were 
justified in granting out-door relicf to strikers who voluntarily absented 
themselves from work during a coal strike in South Wales. On the 31st of 
March, 1898, a general strike took place in connection with the 
collieries in the neighbourhood of Merthyr Tydfil, in South Wales, owing 
to the discontent of the colliers with the sliding scale of wages then in use. 
Consequently upon the stoppage of the collieries a number of men 
employed in the iron and steel works of the locality were also thrown out 
of work. On the 11th of April the colliery owners, in order to induce the 
men to return to work, posted notices offering an advance on the former 
rate of wages. The men, however, still declined to return to work in 
the collieries. Towards the end of April, 1898, a large body of 
colliers and iron and steel workers who were out of employment owing 
to the strike applied for relief to the Merthyr Tydfil Guardians. On 
the 23rd of April the guardians resolved to form a committee to discuss 
the necessary arrangements; and on the 26th of April the board 
resolved, on the recommendation of their Poor Law inspector, to 
open stone-yards throughout the union. Several yards were ac- 
cordingly opened on the 10th of May, and on an average some 4,360 
able-bodied persons were thus given daily employment. The yards 
were ultimately closed by another resolution of the board on the 6th of 
August. About 1,300 only of those thus relieved were steel and iron 
workers. In order to raise the sums of money required to meet this 
special expenditure the board resolved on the 2nd of July that a call should 
be made for £26,000 on the parishes composing the union; and on the 9th 
of July orders were issued to the overseers of the different parishes for the 
levying of payment of their respective contributions. The present action 
was brought by tue At'orney-General at the relation of the Powell Duffryn 
Steam Coal Co. (Limited), ou behalf of themselves and all others the 
ratepayers of the Merthyr Tydfil Union, for: (1) an injwactiou to r strain 
the guardians from improperly defraying out of the funds of the 
union the expenses of maintaining the stone-yards in question and 
of thus relieving able-bodied strikers; (2) a further injunction to 
restrain them from raisng sums of money for the purpose of 
defraying the said expenses; (3) a declaration that the establishment 
and maintenance of the stone-yards for the purpose of providing 
relief to able-bodied strikers constituted a breach of their statutory powers 
and duties ; (4) the repayment by the defendants to the common fund of 
the union of the moneys already thus improperly expended. The writ 
was issued on the 8th of November, 1898. The powers of the Merthyr 
Tydfil Union to grant relief to able-bodied paupers were regulated by two 
orders dated respectively the Ist and the 29th of October, 1870, and 
made under the powers conferred by section 52 of the Poor Law 
Amendment Act, 1834 (4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 76). Evidence was called 
at the trial before Romer, J., to prove (1) the reality of the 
cistress, (2) that the workhouse was full, and (3) that no other 
practical method existed for granting relief except by means of the 
stone-yards. On the trial of the action before Romer, J., on the 
27th of March, 1599, his lordship declined to make any of the orders 
or to grant the declaration asked for. From this decision the plaintiffs 
now appealed. 

Tue Cover (Linptey, M.R., Ricny and Vavenan Wiiusams, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lixptey, M.R —Under the Poor Law statutes passed before 1834 the 
only persons entitled to relief were those described in 43 Elizabeth, c. 2, 
under three heads, namely: (1) The children of parents unable to keep and 
maintain them; (2) such persons who, having no means to maintain them- 
selves, used no ordinary and daily trade of life to get their living by; 
(3) the lame, impotent, old, blind, and such others as were poor and not 
able to work. Omitting children, and speaking only of adults, the older 
statutes drew a broad distincticn between— first, the impotent poor, that ie, 
poor unable to work and who were to be relieved without work; aud 
secondly, the able-bodied poor, that is, poor able to work, but unable to 
maintain themselves. These were to be relieved, but only by being set to 
work. If a poor person able to work, aud for whom work was found by 
the parish authorities, would not work, he became liable to imprisonment 


Acts; but I can find nothing in the statutes before 1834 which entitles an 
able-bodied person having the means of supporting himself to obtain relief 
from the parish authorities by being set to work or otherwise. On the 
other hand, orders for the relief of poor persons were constantly quashed 
on the ground that they were not stated to be impotent. But a 
poor person able to work, and able to procure it, might, by 
refusing to work, become so weak as to be no longer able to work, in which 
case he became entitled to relief out of the rates and at the same tims 
liable to imprisonment. This was an anomaly, for it enabled a person to 
obtain a legal advantage by his own wrong-doing. The anomaly was 
justified on grounds of humanity. The p-nalty for refusing to work was 
imprisonment, not death by starvation. ‘This was the true explanation of 
the language used in the Vagrants Act (5 Geo. 4, c. 83, 8. 3). The 
penalty there inflicted is for a wrong done by the person imprisoned ; and 
the wrong done is by becoming chargeable or by rendering others whom he 
ought to support chargeable on the rates when he had no justification for 
so doing t would be an entire perversion of this statute to coustrue it us 
entitling an able-bodied man who could support himself if he would to 
relief of any kind by the parish authorities He could demand no relief in 
food or work fcr them if he could obtain work and could support himself 
and his family without their assistance. This conclusion as to the effect 
of the older Poor Laws is based upon a careful perusal of them, and upon 
what is to be found in digests and treatises, and, in particular, upon the 
resolutions of the judges in Lambard’s Eirenarcha, 8, 9, and 10, which I 
regard as an extremely valuable exposition of the law by persons 
thoroughly well acquainted with it and its working in and shortly 
after the reign of Elizabeth. The Poor Laws impose on the com- 
paratively well-to-do the duty of supporting those who by reason of 
their poverty cannot maintain themselves. This being so. the inability to 
maintain himself which justifies an able-bodied man in requiriug relief 
from the poor law authorities must, I apprehend, be a real actual inability 
to support bimself on any terms which he can in fact comply with, and 
which, as between him and the ratepayers, do not justify him in refusing to 
support himself. He cannot, in my opinion, lawfully justify such refusal 
on the ground that he cannot obtain work on terms which, as between 
him and his employer, he does not consider reasonable. Under various 
statutes passed in the reign of George IIL —viz., 22 Geo. 3, c. 83, ss. 29-35 
(Gilbert's Act); 36 Geo. 3, c. 23, s. 2—outdoor relief was authorized to be 
given to able-bodied poor who could not support themselves and families, 
But even when these Acts were in force, and abused as they were, I do 
not find that they, or any decisions upon them, authorized relief to able- 
bodied pror who could support themselves and their families if they chose 
todoso. R. v. Hyworth shews that before these Acts no relief could be 
lawfully given to such persons, and 2. v. Colle:t, decided in 1823, proceeded 
on the supposition that the law in this respect remained unaltered, 
though the mode of relieving able-bodied poor who could not obtain 
work was left undecided. In 1834 the Poor Law was very greatly improved. 
Boards of guardians were formed, and a central Poor Law Board was created 
with very large powers of administration. But large as these powers are 
I cannot find anything in the Act of 1834 or in any la’er Act which has 
enlarged the class of persons entitled to relief under the tormer statutes. 
I can find no section which entitles able-bodied persons to support out of 
the rates if they can obtain work and support themeelves and their families 
if they choose to do so. Section 54 of the Act of 1834 has no immediate 
bearing on the question which has to be decided on this appeal, and would 
not require further notice except for the contention that the case before us 
was one of urgent necessity. I will examine this contention presently. 
Having ascertained the classes of persons entitled to relief under the Poor 
Law statutes, it is necessary to discover whether the Local Government 
Board can authorize relief to be given to persons not entitled to demand tt, 
and to what extent this power, it it exists, can be exercised. The powers 
of the Local Government Board are very large. Section 52 of 4 & 5 Will. 
4, c. 76, is important, for it relates to out-door relief, and gives the Local 

Government Board very wide powers. But they are restricted to 
making regulations declaring ‘‘to what extent and for what 
period the relief to be given to able-bodied persons or to their 

families in any particular parish or union may be administered out 
of the workhouse.’’ This language assumes that the pers ns referred 
to are entitled to relief. [I cannot read this section as empowermg the 

Local Government Board to order relief to be given to persons not entitled 

to relief at all under the statutes relating to the poor. Section 52, like the 

others already noticed, gives powers of administering those laws, but no 

power to alter them. ‘That section enacts that relief given contrary to 

the regulations shall be deemed unlawful and stall be disallowed in the 

accounts, but the section contains a proviso enabling the local authorities 

to depart from the regulations of the Local Government Board in cases of 

emergency, and authorizes the Local Government Board to approve of 

such departure, and any relief so given and approved ‘‘if otherwice lawful’’ 

is not to be deemed unlawful or be disallowed. So that even in cases of 

emergency no relief can be lawfully given except to persons entitled to it 

under the Poor Law statutes. fection 105 of the same Act shews that 

the Local Government Board have no legitlative as distinguished from 

administrative power. If further authority for this proposition is wanted 

it is to be found in Waddington v. Guardians of the London Union (K. B. & E. 

370, at 399, 400). I pass now to another statute, which goes further thau any 

I have yet referred to, I mean the 11 & 12 Vict. c. 91, #. 4, as amended by 

29 & 30 Vict. c. 113, s. 5, relating to the audit of Poor Law accounts. Under 

this Act an unlawful expenditure properly disallowed by the auditor may, 

nevertheless, be allowed by the Local Government Board on appeal from 

his decision. If the Loca! Government Board find the subject-matter of 

the disallowance was incurred ‘‘ under such circumstances as to make it fair 

and equitable that such disallowance shall be remitted’’ they have the 








under section 2 of the statute of Elizabeth and the subsequent Vagrant 
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properly disallowed expenses. This is a very large power, with the 
exercise of which, when it arises, this court cannot interfere. But the 
remission of the disallowance of an expense unlawfully incurred no more 
renders lawful the incurring of the expense than a pardon for a crime 
renders lawful the past criminal conduct of the person pardoned. The 
power of the Local Government Board to allow an unlawful expense does 
not arise until such expense has been incurred and been disallowed, 
and if the High Court has jurisdiction to prevent the improper expense, that 
jurisdiction is not taken away by the power given to the Local Government 
Board to allow the expense if it has been illegally made. At the same 
time, the existence of this power ought to make the court very 
careful in granting injunctions relating to Poor Law relief. .I pass 
now to the regulations made by the Local Government Board 
which are applicable to the Merthyr Tydfil Union. They are dated the Ist 
of October, 1870, and the 29th of October, 1870. They are purely 
administrative orders; they in no way (inadvertently or otherwise) purport 
to authorize the granting of relief to persons not entitled to it. I now 
proceed to consider what has been done in this case. There is no conflict 
of evilence; all the material facts are admitted. Relief has been given : 
(1) To wives and children reduced to destitution by the strike; (2) to 
able-bodied men thrown out of work by the strike and unable to obtain 
work and maintain themselves while it lasted Both of these classes ot 
persons were entitled to relief under the statute of Elizabeth, and there 
has been no unlawful expenditure of the poor rates in supporting them. 
But the colliers who struck work were able-bodied men who might have 
obtained work and who might have muaintaimed themselves and tveir 
families. These men, when relieved, were not so reduced by want as to be 


unable to keep themselves and their families off the rates, and it was their. 


clear duty to doso if they could. In my opinion these persons had no 
right to be relieved when they applied for relief, and the authorities were 
not justified either by the Poor Law statutes or by any regulations made 
under them in affording such relief. The evidence does not shew that 
the colliers were physically too weak and ill to work, nor that any of 
them were prevented by fear of violence from accepting work within 
their reach. Every collier could, if he had chosen, have kept him- 
self and his family off the rates. To use the rates to support strikers or 
any other persons able to support themselves is in my opinion illegal ; 
although, rather than let even such persons starve, relief may be given 
them when physically unable to work. This anomaly I have already 
alluded to. Romer, J., has treated this case as one of urgent necessity, 
and as consequently justifying the guardians in granting relief as they did. 
Tere 1am unable to follow bim. If a poor person physically able to 
work can obtain work and so support himself and family, there is no 


' urgent necessity, nor any necessity at all, for granting him relief. The 


sense in which the colliers were destitute I have explained already. They 
were not so weak as to be unable to work, and they were not relieved on 
the ground that they were physically in that condition. They were 
relieved before they were entitled by law to relief, and I suppose from fear 
of a disturbance and of violence. I quite agree with Romer, J., that it is 
not the province of the High Court to administer the Poor Laws, nor to 
interfere with guardians in the performance of their very difficult 
duties, the performance of which demands great judgment, sym- 
pathy, and discretion. Still less can the High Court interfere with 
the exercise~by the Local Government Board of their powers to make 
regulations for the relief of persons entitled thereto by the Poor Law Acts. 
Moreover, the allowance by the board of expenses unlawfully incurred 
cannot be controlled by the court. This prevents the court from ordering 
the guardians to make good any expense which has been incurred, and 
which the Local Government Board may, in their judgment, think it right 
toallow. But this information was filed to restrain the guardians from 
misapplying the rates by granting relief at a great expente to persons not 
entitled thereto. Certiorari is no adequate remedy in such a case, nor is 
there any other. The jurisdiction of the High Court to grant an injunction 
to restrain an unlawful application of rates cannot be doubted, and the 
observations in The Grand Junction Waterworks Co. v. The Hampton District 
Council, are not applicable to such a case as the present. The guardians, 
taking, in my opinion, an erroneous view of their power and 
duty to grant relief in such a case as this, contended that it was 
competent for them, and indeed their duty, to grant relief on the 
ground of emergency. In my opinion they were wrong so far as 
the colliers themselves were concerned, and as the defendants from first to 
last have maintained that they were in the right throughout, I think the 
court ought to make a declaration to shew that the information was 
properly filed, and to prevent any misconception as to the illegality of the 
conduct of the guardians. Such a declaration is not open to the objection 
against making abstract declarations on matters not within the court’s 
jurisdiction, as in Barraclough v. Brown, which objection was forcibly 
pointed out by Lord Davey in that case at p. 623. 

Rigny and Vauenan Wiutams, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse., Neville, 
Q.C., Unjohn, Q.C., and §. G. Lushington ; Sir Edward Clarke, Q C., Swinfen 
Eady, Q C., and A. Glen. Soxtcrrons, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Linton 
$C. § W: Kenshole, Aberdare; Irentmore § Son, for Frank James § Sons, 
Merthyr Tydvil. 

[Reported by J. E. Mornts, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
SHAW v. INDIA RUBBER (MEXICO) (LIM.). Stirling, J. 2nd March. 


Coxremer or Courr—Mortton tro Commir—NsewsrarER—PUvBLIcATION OF 
Comments on A Case Penptna Trtrat—Pvusuication CaLcuLaATED TO 
Presupice Triat or Actrrun—Costs. 

This was a motion to commit to prison three persons alleged to be the 


roprietor, «editor, and printer respectively of a newspaper 
Snobs as the Financier a onnbaan of court in prin and publish 
a certain article under the following circumstances: In the action it 
an injunction was being sought to prevent the defendant company _— 
with the possession of or Guiles otherwise with certain cash in th 
hands; upon the hearing of the motion in December last no injunction 
was given, and in the same month the Court of Appeal also refused to make 
any order; pleadings having been ordered, the action was shortly to be 
tried. Meanwhile, on the 7th of January, 1900, a journal called 
the Financier published an article h with the name of the 
defendant company, in which reference was made to ‘‘ the insidious 
atttempts to involve them (viz., shareholders and debenture-holders in 
public companies) in costly and abortive litigation made by a certain class 
of solicitors for the sole purpose of making business for themselves ”’ ; after 
further reference to ‘‘ other eager firms of solicitors hungry for business,’’ 
the article proceeded: *‘One of them, accordingly, proceeded to pass 
round the legal hat again; apparently with disappointing results, for 
they found it essential to hold special meetings in the North of England 
and in London, where subscriptions were invited for the old object under 
the old pretext.”” There then followed a schedule of various proceedings 
instituted by the plaintiffs and it was stated that ‘‘the lamentable fact is that 
not only are the solicitors reaping a rich harvest, but the directors of the 
company are necessarily hampered in their efforts to carry on the business 
of the company so long as the shareholders assist their enemies to wreck 
that which their friends are struggling to save’? On behalf of 
the plaintiffs, who were also threatening libel proceedings, it was submitted 
that these comments were both unfounded in fact, and calculated to 
prejudice the fair trial of the action. I: appeared from the evidence that 
the defendant Martin, alleged to be the proprietor of the newspaper, had 
not had any knowledge of the article in question, and had nothing to do 
with the paper. The defendant Macdonald, the printer, had no knowledge 
of the article or of the proprietorship. The third defendant, Hicks, was 
editor of the paper, and had written the article, for which he accepted the 
responsibility ; he had had interviews with a shareholder in the company, 
and a copy of the issue in question had been seut to every shareholder. 

Srminc, J., said that the defendant Martin was completely exonerated, 
and was to have his costs; also the printer. Hicks was editor and manager, 
and took the entire responsibility, saying that in his editorial capacity he 
had exercised his own judgment io writing the article upon information 
received from a shareholder. It might be possible that the subject was 
one in which comment was-legitimate. But in reference to this action the 
article was inaccurate, for while it was true that the motion had failed, the 
action was etill pending ; further, the introduction of this action in'o the 
matter tended to point it out as belonging to the class of litigation of 
which he (the editor) disapproved. His lordship thought that the editor 
ought to have been more cautious. But was it “a contempt of court ’’? 
It could only be so in that it might prejudice the plaintiffs in getting 
evidence for their case, but this was not probable; and even if it 
were, it was not, in his lordship’s opinion, of such a nature as to call 
for an order for committal. The defendant undertaking to publish in 
his next issue a statement that this action was not one that had failed 
or that belonged to the class referred to, and also to abstain from 
commenting on these proceedings until after the trial, his lordship 
would make no further order. But this defendant was not to have his 
costs, for the present case was not like Hunt v. Clark (37 W. R. 724), 
where the information was supplied in the ordinary course of business. 
His lordship had to consider tue way in which it came, which was not, 
indeed, through a defendant to the action, but through a shareholder in 
the company.—Counset, C. E. E. Jenkins, Q.C., and A. dB. Terrell; J. G. 
Butcher, Q.C., and R. Wright Taylor; W. H. Upjohn, Q.C., and A. J. 
David. Soxtcrrors, Hickman § Dickson; W. H. Martin § Co. 

[Reported by W. H. Drarer, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ESTATES AND INVESTMENT CO. (LIM.). v. COBB. Byrne, J. 
6th March. 


Practice—TAaxaTION—PLaIntirrs OrpgrRED To Pay Costs or AcTION 
IncuRRED BY A PARAGRAPH IN Ciam Inporsep oN THE Writ—Arror- 
TIONMENT OF Costs. 


This was an application on the part of the defendant to the action that 
his objections to the taxation of costs in the action disallowed by the 
taxing-master might be allowed. The facts of the case were as follow: 
The plaintiffs brought an action against the defendant, who was at one 
time their rent collector, claiming in the writ: (1) an injunction to 
restrain the defendant from representing that he was in the plaintiffs’ 
employ, and from collecting or attempting to collect their rents; (2) 
an order for delivery by the defendant to the plaintiffs of all 
documents belonging to the plaintiffs in his possession; (3) an 
injunction to restrain the defendant from remaining in possession 
or attempting to trespass on the company’s premises ; (4) damages. On 
the 10th of February, 1899, Lord (then Mr.) Justice Romer, upon a motion 
for an injunction, which the parties agreed to treat as a motion for 
judgment, ordered the plaintiffs to pay to the defendant his costs of the 
action, so far as they had been incurred by paragraph 1 of the claim 
indorsed on the writ, and the parties consenting, it was ordered that all 
further proceedings be stayed. The taxing-master, in his answers to the 
objections of the defendant, so stated his view of theorder: “ The question 
is, What is the effect of this direction? Does it give the defendant the 
general costs of the action or only the costs of the action which relate 
exclusively to paragraph 1 of claim ; that is to say, is the order to be read 
as if the words were (1) the plamtiffs are ordered to pay to the defendant 
the costs of the action so far as they relate to paragraph 1 of claim indorsed 





on the writ, or should it be read as if the words were (2) the plaintiffs are 
ordered to pay to the defendant the costs of the action so far as they have 
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been increased by paragraph 1 of claim indorsed onthe writ. According to 
the usual rules of interpretation, if the order had been in the form No. 1 the 
defendant would have been entitled to a proportionate part of the general 
costs of action according to the number of claims plus any costs 
exclusively relating to paragraph 1 of claim; while if the order had 
been in form No. 2 the defendant would not have been entitled to any part 
of the general costs of action, but only to costs relating exclusively to 
paragraph 1 of claim. I have, after full consideration of the circum- 
stances of this case, decided that the words ‘incurred by’ in this 
order should ba read as equivalent to ‘increased by,’ and I have 
therefore allowed ‘to the defendant no part of the general costs 
of action, but only the costs relating exclusively to paragraph 1 of claim 
indorsed on the writ.’’ The defendant accordingly applied that his 
objections might be allowed. The following cases were cited: Jenkins v. 
Jackson (1891, 1 Ch. 89), Knight v. Pursell ((1879) W. N. 182), Harlay v. 
Hunt ((1887) W. N. 184), Hardy v. Hali (17 Beav. 355). 

Byrne, J., stated that bis only object was to see what the order meant. 
The order was that the plaintiffs do pay to the defendant his costs of the 
action so far as they had been incurred by p ph 1 of theclaim. The 
taxing-master had not made any apportionment of the general costs, but 
had treated the order as if the word used were not “ incurred,’ but 
**increased.’? The form of the order was a little unusual, but his lordship 
thought that the word incurred was different to increased. The general 
costs of the action ought to have been apportioned, and his lordship 
remitted the case to the taxing-master for this purpose.— CounseL, Romer ; 
Stewart Smith. Souscrrors, Romer § Haslam ; Beckingsale § Co. 

[Reported by J. Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE TYNE AND BLYTH SHIPOWNING CO. (LIM.) v. LEECH, 
HARRISON, & FORWOOD. Commercial Court. 13th Feb. 


Suiprprinc—CuHarTER-PARTY, CONSTRUCTION OF —DEMURRAGE—DRBTENTION. 


Commercial case before Kennedy, J., without ajury. The plaintiffs, the 
owners of the steamship City of Newcastle, sought to recover £994 17s. 6d. as 
dem in respect of the said steamship. From the agreed statement 
of facts it appeared that by a charter-party dated the 12th of January, 
1899, made between Messrs. R. Bell & Co., managing owners of The City of 
Neweastle, and Forward Brothers & Co., charterers and representatives in 
London of the defendants, it was agreed that The City of Newcastle should 
saa to Poti, and there load a cargo of ore for Baltimore or Philadelphia. 

he following provisions of the charter-party are material in this case: 
By clause 4.—‘‘ The act of God . . and all and every other dangers 
and accidents of the seas, rivers, and navigation of whatsoever nature 
or kind, and all unavoidable accidents or incidents, and all causes 
beyond the control of the shippers, consignees, or the charterers which 
might prevent or delay the delivery of the ore at port of shipment and 
for di ing during the said voyage, were always mutually excepted.’’ 
By clause 5.—‘‘ The act of God, collisions, stranding, and other 
accidents of navigation excepted, even when occasioned by negligence, 
default, or error in judgment of the pilot, master-mariners, or other 
servants of the ehipowners.’’ By clause 9.—‘‘ The cargo was to be loaded in 
ten running days, Sundays and holidays excepted, and discharged at the 
average rate of 400 tons per weather working day, Sundays and holidays 
excepted, and all hours on demurrage over and above the said days were 
to be paid for at the rate of 15s. per hour, charterers having the option of 
averaging time for loading and discharging.’’ By clause 12.—* Subject 
always to the exceptions enumerated m clause 4, charterers guaranteed 
cargo and quay berth ready at Poti, counting from the time steamer had 
received free pratique and written notice had been given to charterers’ 
agent to that effect, or lay days to count in accordance with clause 9.”’ 
By noon on Saturday, llth of February, 1899, The City of Newcastle had 
arrived at Poti and bad received free pratique, and written notice to that 
effect had been given to one Francois Soleliac, the charterers’ agent. 
Owing solely to the number of steamers waiting to be loaded, and not to 
any exception enumerated in clause 4, a quay berth was not ready for The 
City of Newcastle. Under these circumstances the lay days began to count 
at noon on the llth of February, 1899, and ten running days, after 
excepting one holiday and one Sunday, expired on Friday, the 24th of 
February. At this date a quay berth had not been provided for The City 
of Newcastle. At1a.m.on the 4th of March, while The City of Newcastle 
was lying at anchor in Poti Roads still waiting for quay berth, the steamer 
Tockwith came into collision with her, doing her serious damage. In con- 
sequence of this collision and damage The City of Newcastle was obliged, 
on the 7th of March, to proceed to Constantinople to repair. If it had not 
been for the collision The City of Newcastle would have got a quay berth by the 
8th of March, and would have completed her loading by the 16th of March. 
By 5.30 a.m. on the 19th of April The City of Newcastle had again arrived 
at Poti and was ready to receive cargo. But again, owing to the number 
of steamers waiting to be loaded, a quay berth was not ready for The City 
of Newcastle until the 2nd of June, at 8 a.m. By clearing fora foreign 
port—viz., Constantinople, she lost her turn for a quay berth, and on her 
arrival back at Poti found a number of fresh steamers had in the meantime 
arrived, which made her position with regard to getting a quay berth much 
worse. The loading was completed at 7 p.m. on the 9th of June, and The 
City of Newcastle sailed from Poti at 10am. on the 10th of June, laden 

a cargo of about 2,578 tons of manganese ore. On the l4th of 
July The Csty of Newcastle arrived at Philadelphia and discharged her cargo 
in two days. The time allowed for discharge under the charter-party for 
her cargo of 2,578 tons at 400 tons per day was six days eleven hours, and 
therefore a saving of four days and eleven hours was effected. On the 


a 





14th of June, by which date differences had arisen between various parties 
to the adventure, the present defendants undertook by letter of that date, 
in consideration of the plaintiffs’ signing a certain bill of lading for the 
cargo then on board The City of Newcastle, to be responsible to the 
plaintiffs for the demurrage, »f any proved to be Rew due to them 
under the chavter-party, whether in loading or discharging, and t, 
waive all terms of cesser of liability clause. The plaintiffs claimed 
demurrage from noon on the 24th of February, until 1 a.m. of the 4th 
of March, and from 5.30 a.m. of the 19th of April until 10 a.m. of 
the 10th of June. The plaintiffs made no claim for demurrage for 
the period from the 4th of March until the 19th of April, during which The 
City of Newcastle was incapacitated from loading by reason of the collision. 
The plaintiffs claimed they should have had a ready quay berth without 
reference to any turn. The defendants contended that inasmuch as The 
City uf Newcastle, but for the collision, would have got a quay berth on the 
8th of March, the charterers were not responsible for demurrage for more 
than what they would have been liable for if The City of Newcastle had got 
her quay berth on the 8th of March and finished loading by the 16th of 
March. In the course of argument the following cases were referred to: 
Jones v. Adamson (L. R. 1 Ex. D. 60), Kay v. Field (31 W. R. 332, 10 
Q. B. D. 241). 

Kennepy, J.—When a vessel is once in a position where the owner can 
say that she is on dem e, demurrage continues payable, unless there 
be some act or default on the part of the owners excusing the charterers, 
In this case, after the demurrage obligation had begun to operate, The 
City of Newcastle was run into by another ship and sustained damage, 
whereupon the master took her to Constantinople to have her repaired, 
During that time no claim could be made for demurrage, as she was there 
for a good reason, and not by reason of any violation of the charter-party ; 
and, rightly, no claim was made in respect of that period. On her return 
to Poti the period of demurrage was renewed. There was no exception 
protecting the charterer from liability, neither was he protected because it 
was beyond his control to get a berth for the vessel. Once the demurrage 
period begins it continues until the occurrence of some act for which the 
shipowner is responsible. Judgment for the plaintiffs.—Counsg1, Carver, 
QC, and A. A. Roche; J. Walton, Q.0., and Horridge. Sowtcrrors, 
Maples, Teesdale, § Co., for Bramwell § Bell, Newcastle-upon-Tyne ; Fie/d, 
Roscoe, § Co., for Batesons, Warr, § Wimshurst, Liverpool. 


[Reported by E. G. Srituwett, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Winding-up Cases. 
Re CANNING JARRAH TIMBER CO. (LIM.). Cozens-Hardy, J. 
21st Feb. and 2ud March. 


CompANY—WINDING uP —REcoNstRUCcTION—NEW CompaNny—UNDER- 
WRITING. 


This was a petition for the sanction by the court of a scheme of re- 
construction of the compiny. The capital of the company consisted of 
250,000 shares of £1 each fully paid up and 1,000 £100 debenture bonds. The 
sbares had all been issued. The company passed a resolution for the 
voluntary winding up of the company under a scheme of reconstruction. 
The proposed scheme of reconstruction was as follows: A new company 
was to be formed having a capital of 250,000 shares of 10s. each, 
credited with 7s. 6d. paid-up. The assets of the old company were to be 
handed over to the new company in consideration of shares of the new 
company, which were to be handed over to the liquidator of the old 
company. Shareholders of the old company were to receive one share in 
the new company for each share which they held in the old. The new 
company was to issue debenture stock to the debenture-holders of the old 
company in exchange for the debentures which they held in the old 
company. The scheme provided for the issue to the public of the shares 
of the new company of such shareholders of the old company as might 
refuse to take in exchange for their shares in the old company, and that 
the net proceeds of the sale of these shares were to be divided among 
such shareholders. Agreements had been entered into for underwriting 
these shares in the new company for a commission of 3d. a share on the 
whole 250,000 or £3,125. It was proposed that the liquidator should 
give effect to these underwriting agreements and pay this sum of £3,125. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., held that he couid not sanction the arrangement. 
He was asked to sanction ascheme whereby the assets of the company were 
to be tran-ferred to a new company not yet formed. It meant that that 
company was in a commercial sense insolvent. It was also proposed that 
the liquidator should give effect to agreements with underwriters, whereby 
over £3,000 of this insolvent company’s money was to be paid out to 
underwrite shares in a new company not yet in existence. To do that 
would obviously lessen the amount (if any) which would be returned to 
those shareholders who might not elect to take shares in the new company, 
That was an arrangement which, as at present advised, he thought would 
be illegal and improper on the part of the liquidator. He therefore 
dismissed the petition with costs.—CounsrL, Upjohn, Q.C., and Stewart 
Smith; A. Dunham; F. Gore Browne. Sourscrroxs, Mayo § Co. ; Ashurst 
Morris & Co. ; Beaumont, Son, § Rigden. 

[ Reported by C. W. Mzap, Barrister-at-Law.| 
Re THE WELSH WHISKY DISTILLERY CO. (LIM.). Cozens-Hardy, J. 
2lst Feb. and 2nd March. 


Company—Winpinc urp—Swvrrivus Asserts — DistrinvuTION—ARTICLES OF 
Association — Repayment or COaprraL — UnequaL ConrTrisvTioN — 
EQUALIZATION. 


Summons by the voluntary liquidator to ascertain the principles on 





whicl 
ought 
divid 
the fc 


righti 
of 


Stirli 
aepe 
Justi 
Buck 
Hals! 
the si 
to, b 
Justi 
purp 


in th 
Justi 








a- @P 


te we Oo ww 


_ @ @® 


~~ = ~~ 





March 10, 1900, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[ Vol. 44.) 299 











which ‘‘ the surplus assets available for distribution among shareholders ”’ 
ought to be distributed. The capital of the company was £100,000, 
divided into 19,960 shares of £5, and 200 founders’ shares of £1 each. All 
the founders’ shares and some of the ordinary shares were fully paid up, 
on others, the larger number, the sum of £2 15s. only was paid up. 
Clause 6 of the memorandum of association was as follows: ‘* The 
rights of the members shall be regulated as follows: (a) The net profits 
of the company in each financial year shall be applied as follows 
—that is to say, there shall first be paid thereout to the holders 
of the ordinary shares a dividend at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum for 
each year upon the amounts paid up thereon, and one moiety of the surplus 
net profits shall belong to the holders of the ordinary shares and may be 
applied in payment of a further dividend upon such shares, and the other 
moiety thereof shall belong to the holders of the founders’ shares and 
shall be applied in payment of a dividend upon such shares; (4) all moneys 
divisible amongst the holders of any class of shares shall be divided 
amongst the holders of such class of shares pro rata according to the 
amount paid up thereon for the time being; (c) any shares forming part of 
the original capital of the company and any shares that may be created by 
the company may (but subject always and without prejudice to the rights 
of the holders of the founders’ shares) be divided into different classes and 
may have such respective rights, preference, rank, guarantee, or privilege 
or postponement over or to one another either as to capital or dividend as 
shall be determined in accordance with the regulation for the time being 
of the company.’’ The company was being voluntarily wound up. The 
liquidator had in hand more than enough to pay all the debts of the company, 
including the cost of liquidation, but had not sufficient balance to return 
the paid-up capital in full. He therefore applied to the court for directions. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., held that, even assuming that sub-section (b) extended 
to surplus assets distributable on the winding up of the company and also 
to moneys which may be returned by virtue of an order of the court reduc- 
ing the capital of the company, still that assumption did not suffice to 
establish the contention of the partly-paid shareholders. What was the 
meaning of the words ‘‘ all moneys divisible’? ? It was wrong to confine 
this simply to the assets actually in the hands of the liquidator. In his 
lordship’s opinion it extended not merely to those assets but also to the 
calls which can be made, and which, for the purpose of winding up, must 
be considered as having been made and paid on the holders of all shares 
not fully paid up. He further thought that the words “‘ according to the 
amount paid up thereon for the time being’’ meant according to the 
amount actually paid up, or which, having regard to what the liquidator 
ought to do, must be considered as paid up—in other words, the assets in 
hand, plus the amount of unpaid calls, must be divided between all the 
shareholders in the proportion of £5 to an ordinary shareholder and £1 to 
the holders of a founders’ share, the holders of unpaid shares being debited 
with the amount of the calls which they have not in fact paid. This 
seemed to follow the decision of the Court of Appeal in Lowenfeld’s case 
(70 L. T. 3), and of Lord Davey’s observations in Welton v. Saffery (1897, 


.A. ©. 299), and of Wright, J., in Re Anglo-Continental Corporation of 


Western Australia (1898, 1 Ch. 327) and Re Mutoscope and Biograph Syndicate 
(1899, 1 Ch. 896).—Counszet, Maughan ; Muir Mackenzie; Younger, Q.C. 
Souicrrors, Rowcliffe, Rawle, § Co. ; Woodroffe §¢ Burgess. 

| Reported by C. W. Meap, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFERS OF ACTIONS. 
Orver or Court. 


Monday, the 26th day of February, 1900. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Stirling, Mr. Justice Byrne, Mr. Justice Farwell, and Mr. Justice Buckley 
respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to Mr. 
Justice Stirling and Mr. Justice Byrne should, for the purpose only of 
hearing or of trial, be transferred to Mr. Justice Farwell and Mr. Justice 
Buckley. Now I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of 
Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Brita, do hereby order that 
the several causes and matters set forth in the 1st and 2nd Schedules here- 
to, be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice Stirling and Mr. 
Justice Byrne to Mr. Justice Farwell and Mr. Justice Buckley for the 
purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the cause books 
accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set up 
in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of 


Justice. 
FIRST SOHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srrruine to Mr. Justice Farwetu. 
1899. 


Tadcaster Brewery Oo ld v Schofield 1899 T 1,266 Dec 4 
Welstead v Quicksilver Exploration Syndicate ld 1899 W 603 Dec 15 
Tom Tit Cycle Cold v Rotherham 1899 T 1,166 Dec 18 
Morales vy Cohen 1899 M 3,438 Dec 21 
Adams v H Blacklock & Cold 1899 A 1.173 Dec 23 
Evelyn v Mirrieless 1899 E 678 Dec 27 
Carrv Lynch 1899 © 1,195 Dec 29 
Foster v Globe Venture Syndicate ld 1899 F 376 Dec 30 
1900. 


Watts v Driccoll 1899 W 3,264 Jan4 
Chappell & Cold v Moul 1899 © 700 Jan6 
Talbot Ponsonby v Delme Radcliffe 1899 T 1,156 Jan 15 





— A Interchangeable Automatic Machine Co ld 1899 P 2,616 

an 

Musgrave v Mason 1999 M 329 Jan 17 

Fradd v Akester 1899 F 453 Jan 23 

Smith v Cantwell 1899 S 1,021 Jan 29 

Rudd v Lascelles 1899 R 1885 Jan 30 

In re Chichester Chichester v Chichester adjd sumns to come on as 

witness action to be heard on affidavite, & 1899 C 2,729 Jan 30 

Gould v August 1899 G 1,429 Jan 31 

ee fur Cartonnagen Industrie v Temler 1894 A 696 
an 31 

Barrett v Nunn 1899 B 1,982 Febl 

Martin v King 1900 M 40 Feb 2 

Gurney v Maccall 1900 G 177 Feb 2 

Municipal, &c, Building Society v Rowley 1900 M 3,642 Feb3 

—" -< ow of F Knowles, &c. v Knowles & Perfect, 1d 1899 K 
2 eb 3 

London General Omnibus Co, ld v Lavell 1899 L 1,356 Feb6 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Byrne to Mr. Justice Buckiey. 


Midgley v Pacific Contract Cold 1898 M 2,473 April 5 

~ Real and General Property Trust ld v Scharrer 1899 M 1,054 
ict 24 

Broyd v Evans 1899 B 2,600 Nov 11 

Tooth v. T Smith & Sons 1899 T 616 Dec 16 

In re Wardle Titley v Wardle 1898 W 1,301 Dec 15 

In re Fordham Summers v Fordham 1899 F 1,010 Dec 29 


1900. 


Harris v Adams 1899 H 3,097 Jan4 

Lucas v Curtis 1899 L 2,222 Jan4 

Clarke v Bristol & Bldg Soc 1899 C 979 Jan5 

Clarke’s Crank & Forge Cold v Roots 1899 C 2,237 Jan 10 

Lakin v Kennard 1899 L 1,201 Jan ill 

Anthony v Coles 1899 A 820 Jan Il 

Tyrack, Trustee, &c v Jameson & Co, 1d 1899 T 940 Jan 12 

Corfield v Fowler 1899 © 2,712 Jan 19 

The Dewsbury & Heckmondwike Waterworks Board v New Mill Urban 
District Council 1899 D 2,035 Jan 22 

Hastie v Godstone Rural District Council 1899 H 3,441 Jan 23 

Lees v Ball 1899 L 117 Jan 25 

Rawson v Kirker 1899 R 329 Jan 26 

Hunt v Jackson 1899 H 3,534 Jan 26 

Taite v Cater 1899 T 1,928 Jan 3l 

Hores, Pattison & Bathurst v National Telephone Co, 1d 1899 H 2,087 
Jan 31 

Tomlin v Iiford School Board 1899 T 1,543 Feb1 

Ponsford v Caseley 1899 P 1,555 Feb5 

Pilley v Pilley 1899 P 434 Feb8 


Woof v Pryer 1899 W 3,207 Feb17 Hatssvry, C. 





Orper or Court. 
Thureday, the Ist day of March, 1900. 


I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
ehall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1899 —B.—No. 2,656). 


In the Matter of the Belle Vale Tube Co. (Limited). 
Lucy Edith Rose and another v The Belle Vale Tube Oo. (Limited). 
Haussvry, O. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE SUSSEX LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the secretaries’ report :— 

Members.—There were last year seventy-one members of the socieiy, and 
two subscribers to the library, but during the year four members have died, 
and one has left the county, so that the present number is sixty-six. 

Estate Duty.—The complicated provisions of the Finance Acts as to 
death duties, and the vary -— opinions of the authorities upon them, still 
cause much trouble. The official view is now taken that when a testator, 
dying after the commencement of the Act of 1894, directs or empowers 
his real estate to be sold, a consequent sale does not operate to the 
charge of duty from the property to the proceeds of sale, and a purchaser 
will therefore now be bound to see that such duty has been paid. This is 
contrary to the former official view on this point, and it is much to be 
desired that the practice on questions such as this, the adjudication of 
stamp duties on deeds and other matters, should be settled and uniform, 
and that the trouble and caused by conflicting decisions, 
by different officials, or at different times, should be avoided. It is to be 
hoped that the efforts in this direction which have been made by the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies may in time meet with success. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 
March 5.—Mr. W. 8S. Sherrington in the chair.—Mr. R. 0. Nesbitt 


| moved: ‘* That the decision of Mr. Justice Romer in the Attorney-General 
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v. Merthyr ayant Guardians (80 L. T. R. 618) was wrong.’”’ Mr. S. Davey 
opposed. e debate was continued by Messrs. C. Kains-Jackson, A. 
Richardson, N. Tebbutt, 8. L. Hubbard, and W. N. Lewis. The motion 
was carried. 








COMPANIES. 
ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


The annual general Court of Proprietors of the Alliance Assurance Co. 
was held on Wednesday at the head office of the company in Bartholomew- 
lane, Mr. F. A. Lucas taking the chair. 

The report stated that the number of new life policies issued in the year 
was 1,410 for a total sum of £843,799, and the net sum assured, after 
deducting the amounts reassured with other offices, was £783,799, in 
respect of which the estimated new premium income was £32,002. The 
life assurance fund (less £185,852 transferred to the new annuity account) 
at the beginning of the year amounted to £2,939,506 16s. 2d. The net 
premium income was £331,461 4s. 4d., and the interest (less income tax) 
and registration fees (£126 15s.) had amounted to £108,510 9s. 11d., making 
total of £439,971 14s. 3d. The outgoings, including claims, matured 
endowments and endowment assurances, surrenders, cash bonuses, 
and including also £62,000 (being the members’ share of the quin- 
quennial life profits) transferred to profit and loss account had amounted to 
£265,126 1Zs. The expenses of management (including agency com- 
mission and £1 14s. 5d. of bad debts) were £33,146, making a 
total of £298,272 12s. The accounts shewed a surplus of £141,699 2s. 3d., 
so that the life assurance fund at the close of the year stood at 
£3,081,205 18s.5d. The annuity fund transferred from the life assurance 
account at the beginning of the year amounted to £185, 852, the considera- 
tion for eighty-three annuity contracts completed during the year was 
£105,053 8s. 3d., and the interest and dividends, less income tax, 
£9,668 16s. 1d., making a total of £114,722 4s. 4d. The annuities paid 
were £19,713 9s., and the expenses of management (including ageacy 
commission) stood at £952 2s. 1d.,a total of £20,665 11s. 1d., and the 
surplus was £94,056 133. 3d., so that the annuity fund at the close of the 
year amounted to £279,908 13s. 3d. The fire insurance fund at the 
beginning of the year was £787,372 18s. 8d.; the fire premium income 
bad amount: d to £537,284 14s. 3d. ; and the interest (less income tax) on 
fire insurance fund £30,068 5s. 2d., the total being £567,352 19s. 5d. 
The claims, which were £48 8s. per cent. of the premiums, were 
£260,036 16s. 7d. ; the commission and expenses of management (including 
£84 1s. 5d. of bad debts), being £34 12s. 5d. per cent of the premiums, 
had amounted to £186,010 1s. 11d, making a total of £446,046 18s. 6d., the 
surplus being £121,306 0s. 11d., and there had been transferred to profit 
and loss account £79,301 11s. 4d., making a total of £42,004 9s. 7d. The 
fire insurance fund at the close of the year was £829,377 8s. 3d. The 
leasehold and investment policies fund now amounted to £117,510 15s., 
being an increase of £31,025 Os. 5d. over the amount in the previous year. 
The amount of the profit and loss account had been increased during the 
ag by £52,679 8s. 6d., viz.: from £90,298 13s. 2d. to £142 978 1s. 8d. 

he following was a summary of funds at the close of 1899: Paid-up 
capital, £550,000; life assurance fund, £3,081,205 18s. 5d.; annuity fund, 
£279,908 13s. 3d.; fire insurance fund, £829,377 8s. 3d.; leasehold and 
investment policies fund, £117,510 15s.; profit and loss account, 
£142,978 1s. 8d.; making a total of £5,000,980 16s. 7d., which, with the 
reserve for outstanding life and fire claims, dividends and accrued 
commission and expenses, viz., £95,472 10s. 7d., made a grand total of 
£5,096,453 7s. 2d. The directors had resolved on declaring a dividend of 
8s. per share on the paid-up capital, which would absorb asum of £100,000. 
After providing the dividend there would remain on profit and loss account 
a sum of £42,978 1s. 8d. to be carried forward. 

Mr. Rosgrt Lewis (chief secretary) having read the advertisement 
convening the court, 

The Cuaizman, in moving the adoption of the report, expressed his 
regret at the absence of Lord Rothschild, who for many years had 
presided at the annual courts, and who was kept away by an important 
en ent. He observed that the new life policies had amounted to 
£783,799. This was somewhat smaller than the amount of 
the previous year, but it was generally found that the first year 
of a new quinquennium did not attract quite so much business 
as the last year ofa quinquennium. It was believed, moreover, that the 
volume of new business transacted by the British offices generally in 1899 
would show a considerable falling off, especially in policies for large 
amounts, which might be due to the means which existed for the more 
profitable employment of money in connection with the great expansion 
of the trade of the country during the year, whereas in a less prosperous 
year and when there was less demand for money for trade purposes, 
savings were more freely devoted to jife insurance. It would be observed 
that the life income exceeded the outgoings by £141,699, and that the life 
insurance fund at the close of the year was £3,081,205. It would also be 
seen that the curplus on the annuity account was £94,056, and that the 
amount of the annuity fund at the close of the year was £279,908. As 

the fire account the company had certainly had a very prosperous 
year. The claims had amounted to £48 8s. per cent. of the premiums 
and the expenses of management and commiesion had amounted to 
£34 12s. 5d. per cent. Both these percentages, especially that of the 
claims, were highly satisfactory, and the amount yielded a surplus of 
£121,306. Of this amount £42,004 9s. 7d. had been added to the fire 
insurance fund, making a total in all of £829,377. The leasehold and 
investment policies account shewed an increase of £31,025 on the year, 
and there was on the profit and loss account a sum of £142,978 Is. 8d. at 
the end of the year; and after providing the dividend for the year, 





namely, £100,000, there would remain the sum of £42,978 on the profit 
and loss account to be carried forward. 

Mr. Henry Wurtz, as a shareholder, seconded the motion. The account 
submitted to the meeting was a very tatisfactory one. He only hoped 
and trusted there would be as satisfactory reports in the future. The 
company had a capital chairman and a very influential body of directors, 
and was bound to go right. The last ten years had been a sufficient 
guarantee of that. 

The motion was carried, and 

On the motion of the Cuarmman, seconded by Mr. W. F. Bartey, a divi- 
dend of 8s. per share was agreed tc. 

On the motion of Mr. F. W. Buxton, the retiring directors, Lord Roths- 
child, the Hon. K. P. Bouverie, Mr. F. A. Lucas, and Mr. H. Colin Smith 
were re-elected. 

On the motion of the Cuarrman, seconded by Mr. Fiercuer, the vacancies 
on the board caused by the death of Mr. J. Alexander and Sir G. Curtis 
Lampson were filled up by the election of the Hon. Lionel W. Rothschild, 
M.P., and Mr. F. Cavendish Bentinck. 

On the motion of Mr. A. H. Barry, seconded by Mr. Wuirez, Mr. 
Amory was elected as auditor to fill the vacancy caused by the election of 
the Hon. Lionel Rothschild. 

On the motion of Mr. W. F. Battery, seconded by Mr. Wurrz, a cordial 
vote of thanks was passed to the chairman and the directors, and to the 
manager and staff. 

The Cuarrman in returning thanks hoped that equally good if not better 
reports might be presented at future annual gatherings. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—Feb. 20.—Chairman, Mr. G. H. 
Daniell.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Pawley v. The 
London and Provincial Bank (1900, 1 Ch. 58) was wrongly decided.”’ Mr. 
C. H. Alder opened in the affirmative, Mr. F. Plaskett seconded in the 
affirmative; Mr. Gordon opened in the negative, Mr. P. W. Tippetts 
seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs 
Dixon, Hart, Joseph Walter, R. P. Johnson, E. L. Chapman, E. F’. Neville, 
Rupert Blagden, Watson, Pleadwell, Tyldesley Jones, A. E. Olarke, and 
Neville Tebbutt. The motion was lost by two votes. 


Feb. 27.—Chairman, Mr. J. D. A. Johnson.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘‘That the Dutch Colonials, fighting for the Boers, should not be 
treated as rebels.”” Mr. Neville Tebbutt opened in the affirmative; Mr. 
A. E. Olarke opened in the negative. The following members also spoke: 
Messrs. Richardson, Hair, Maples, Kurashis, Close, Soest. The motion 
was carried by three votes. 


March 6.— Chairman, Mr. W. Arnold Jolly.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘That the case of Shoolbred v. Roberts (1899, 2 Q. B. 561) was 
wrongly decided.”” Mr. G. Prosser opened in the affirmative, Mr. F. G. 
Harvie seconded in the affirmative; Mr. H. Hamilton Fox opened in the 
negative, Mr. E. F. Nevile seconded in the negative. The following 
members also spoke: In the affirmative, Messrs. G. W. Powers, J. A. 
Hamnett, Rupert Blagden, F. M. Farmer; in the negative: Messrs. 
Haseldine Jones, Neville Tebbutt, W. E. Tyldesley Jones. The motion was 
carried by one vote. 


BrrmincuaM Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Feb. 27.—Mr. A. H. McCardie 
presiding.—A discussion took place on the following moot point: ‘‘ That 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Walter v. Lane (1899, 2 Ch. 749) was 
wrong.’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. F. H. Argyle, W. H. 
Coley, G. S. Bonsor, and J. W. Hallam; and in the negative, Messrs. 
G. O. Pearson, 8. J. Grey, T. F. Duggan, S. P. P. Eaden, and E. A. B. 
Cox. The openers on both sides having replied, the chairman summed up, 
and the question was put to the meeting, when it was decided in the negative 
by 7 votes to 6. After a vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding, the 
meeting terminated. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Ricuarp Savi Fereuson, barrister, 
Chancellor of the Diocese of Carlisle. He was educated at Shrewsbury 
School and St. John’s College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar in 
1862. He practised until about 1871, when his health give way, and he was 
compelled for a time to give up all work. After travelling for two years in 
Egypt and Austrelia he returned to bis native city, and devoted himself to 
literary pursuits and the study of archeology. As editor of the Transac- 
tions of the Cumberland and Westmorland Antiquarian and Archwological 
Society, which he was mainly instrumental in establishing in 1866, he did 
much (says the Zimes) to develop in the district a taste for archwology and 
to preserve objects of antiquarian interest. He helped to clear up many 
doubtful points in relation to the Roman Wa!l and the Roman occupation 
of Cumberland, and gathered together in the corporation museum at Car- 
licle an exceptionally rich and valuable collection of Roman remains. He 
was twice Mayor of Carlisle, and was a magistrate for the city and the 
county of Cumberland. 


Mr. Henny W21114m Daviz, solicitor, the senior partner in the firm of 
Davie & Son, of 8, New-inn, Strand, died at his residence, 59, Maida-vale, 
on the 4th inst., of double pneumonia, at the age of sixty-three years. 
Mr. Davie was originally associated with the late Mr. Willoughby 
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Raimondi, and afterwards with Mr. Philip W. Lovett, of Guildford and 
New-inn, to whose practice he succeeded. He was admitted in 1872, was 
a commissioner for oaths, and held the office of Steward of the Manor of 


Sutton. 





APPOINTMENT. 

Mr. M. Rozerrs-Jonzs, solicitor, of 21 and 22, Western Mail-chambers, 
Cardiff, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roberts- 
Jones practised for several years at the bar before being admitted a 
solicitor. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


James BrnnteE, deceased.—Any person having the Will or claiming to be 
next-of-kin of James Binnie, born in the parish of Dundee in or about 
the year 1836, and who afterwards served in the 100th and 97th Regiments, 
and was lately a member of the Corps of Commissionaires, and who 
died on the 24th of January last, is requested to communicate with us, the 
undersigned. Dated this 26th day of February, 1900. Soames, Edwards, 
& Jones, 58, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, Solicitors for the Corps of 
Commissionaires. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLUTIONs. 


Wit1am JosgpxH Wippowson and THomas Witp Mark.anp, solicitors 
(Bowden, Widdowson, & Markland), Manchester. March 1. 
[ Gazette, March 2. 


Evernz Hitt Gopparp and Hvusert Epwarp Atpriper, solicitors 
(Goddard & Aldridge), 6, Old Serjeant’s-inn, Chancery-lane, London. 
Feb. 24. [ Gazette, March 6. 





GENERAL. 


The Lord Chancellor has been elected President of the Royal Societies 
Club. 


Sir Charles Hall, the Recorder of London, is seriously ill; and the latest 
bulletin on Thursday shewed no improvement in bis condition. 


The Senatus Academicus of Edinburgh University have resolved to 
confer the degree of LL.D. on the Attorney-General. 


Mr. J. 8. Parcell, C.B., is to be entertained at dinner by the Inland 
Revenue Department, on his retirement from the offices of Controller of 
Stamps and Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies, at the Whitehall Rooms, 
on Saturday, the 10th of March. 


The Berlin correspondent of the Times announces the death of Dr. 
Georg Meyer, Professor of Constitutional Law at the University of Heidel- 
berg. He was the author of many works on constitutional law, including 
text-books on German constitutional law and German administrative law. 


Truth says that the dispute between the Treasury and the representatives 
of the late Duke of Westminster has been settled, and the care will not go 
into the law courts, the result being that death duty will now have to be 
paid upon the whole of his real and personal property. It is estimated 
that upwards of a million sterling will have to be paid by the new duke 
in respect of the duty on the settled estates in Middlesex and Cheshire. 


The number of recruits enrolled in the Inns of Court Rifles during the 
month of January was 113, being an increase of twenty on the December 
enlistment, while in February the unprecedented number of 159 was 
reached. Among the recruits for February appears the name of Lord 
Robert Cecil, QC. Owing to the death of Captain E. J. Gibbons, of 
F Company, the annual company dinners, which were announced for 
February, have been postponed for a month. 


The Supreme Oourt of Minnesota has, says the Albany Law Journal, 
had occasion to decide, in the case of Gleason v. Warner, that *‘ it is the 
right and the duty of the husband to bury his deceased wife in a suitable 
manner. His wishes in the premises must be respected, and no gratuitous 
intermeddling therewith by third parties will be encouraged. But if he 
neglects to discharge the duty of burying his dead wife he is liable to one 
who provides for her necessary and reasonable burial.’’ 


The Ruthin Assizes on Tuesday terminated with a remarkable scene. 

Henry Gillam Rossett was indicted for committing perjury at a coroner’s 
inquest, and, in spite of a strong case presented by the prosecution, the 
jury returned a verdict of not guilty. Mr. Justice Channell said that the 
verdict almost constituted as much perjury as that committed by the 
risoner. He was ashamed of Welsh juries. The verdict ought to have 
en guilty, as the case was clearly proved. He characterized it as a 
miscarriage of justice. 
_ A correspondent of the Albany Law Journal says that the followiug 
incident occurred at the last term of the Jackson County (Ark.) circuit: 
The plaintiff in a cause then pending died shortly before the term of court 
began. When the cause was reached on the call of the docket, counsel 
for the plaintiff, wishing to pay a tribute to his client’s memory, arose and 
said in a very sulemn manner: ‘‘ Your honour, I am not representing my 
client this morning; he has taken his case before a higher tribunal.’’ *‘ Ah, 
yes 4 T eee,” replied his honour. ‘‘ You have no license to practice in that 
court. 


The General Council of the Bar at a special meeting, held on the lst of 
arch, unanimously adopted the following resolution, and directed that 


and the First Lord of the Treasury: ‘That this Council regards the 
increasing practice of appointing judges to perform duties outside, and 
often inconsistent with, those attaching to their judicial position, as 
contrary to the public interest, particularly in view of the fact that the 

isting number of judges is too small to adequately discharge their 
proper functions.’’ 


In his speech, on introdi the Budget, the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer said: ‘‘ We have ved during this year from the estates of 
millionaires no less than £2,271,000; and £900,000 of that vast sum has 
come from the estate of one man, a foreigner, who, I am told, lived on 
15s. a day in a West-end London club.’’ The person referred to is the 
late Mr. George Smith, of the Reform Club (known as “‘ Chicago’ Smith), 
who, according to a friend of his, writing to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, was not a foreigner, but a Scotsman, and had given away large 
sums in charity and to relations amounting probably to not less than 
£1,000,000. 

His Honour Judge Woodfall, says the St. James's Gazette, must be 
getting tired of the word ‘‘dog.”? It seems that in last November he 
shot at a dog that was trespassing in his grounds, and the dog died. 
The owner thereupon sued the learned county court judge before one of 
his brethren, and the case was settled. Since then a remark of the 
defendant to the effect that he did not mean to kill the dog was taken as 
evidence of his intention to cruelly torture it. He was accordingly 
prosecuted last month at the Torquay police-court, where the bench very 
properly held that there was no intentional cruelty, and dismi-sed the 
summons with costs. 


On Friday in last week in the House of Commons, Mr. Coghill asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether at the recent assizes 
at Haverfordwest Mr. Justice Bucknill was presented with a pair of white 
gloves; whether at Hereford the whole business of the assizes was 
concluded in less than one hour; whether at several other towns on the 
different circuits not a single civil action had been tried ; and whether any 
early alteration was contemplated in the existing circuit system. Sir 
M. W. Ridley said: No doubt it sometimes happens that there is little or 
no business at various assizes, but the Government are not contem 
any early alteration in the present system, which for various reasons is a 
very difficult one to handle. 


The Chicago Legal News says thatan acco he Justice Martin’s court on 
the South Side had been orating valiantly for nineteen minutes and the crowd 
around the railing looked tired. Slowly, steadily, the young.man. talked 
on. At last, with a magni t wave of the hand, he shouted: { Your 
honour, time presses and I will dispense with my close!’’ ‘*Not in this 
court-room,’’ answered the court, severely. ‘‘ You can’t take off any 
clothes while Iam here!’’ The lawyer gasped and gurgled.’ “‘ But, your 
honour, I—I——”’_ “Oh, well,’’ said Justice Martin, considerately, ‘‘ it’s 
rather warm and you may shed your coat if you really wish.”” The 
remainder of that lawyer’s speech was.mever delivered, and what he had 
already said was spoiled. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistrars mm ATTENDANCE ON 








Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No, 2. Srrxuixe, KExkewics. 
Greswell Godfrey Farmer 
Church Leach King 
Greswell Godfrey Farmer 
Church Leach King 
Greswell Godfr y Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ByEneg. Cozens-Harpy. FarweEL. Buckiey. 
12 Mr. Carrington Mr. Jackson Mr. Beal Mr. Greswell 
Lavie Pemberton i Church 
Carrington Jackeon Pemberton 
Lavie Pemberton Pugh Jackson 
Carrington ks Beal Lavie 
Lavie Pemberton Pugh Carrington 











THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

March 18.—Messrs. Daviv Burnett & Co, at the Mart, at 2: Holborn (within a few 
yards of the intended new thoroughfare from Holborn to the Strand) : Pro- 
omenee Se fully-licensed corner tavern, 2, Gate-street, Lincola’s-inn-fields, 
uni aelmas, 1! at £100 per annum; 4, Gate-street, adjoining, of the 
oe See: S iat ob 4200; Doses ond Gane bes 
srasam ot 0 te Lenten ond Soc Wenes Sunk ead oitem ot ae easing 

annum. : ‘08. 
— 28, The = let ey - J —A block of five 
ucing annum ; Freehold Cottages. Leasehold 
Famil} at 85. Marylebone: Four Houses, held on separate leases 


. Bolicitors, 
Ad & Co., London. (See advertisements, March 3, p 5.) 
March 13 Mr. J.C, Sora te 38, King-street, Gevenbquuien :—Old China, Pictures, &e. 
March 14.— Roses, Fruit Liliums, &o. 
March 15.—Lilies, Roses, and Trees. 
an ees a eee Se &c, (See advertisement, this 
March A en EB, i. E Foster & Cranrisxp, at the Mart, at 2 :— 
REVERSIONS : 


3 





copies thereof should be sent to the Lord Chancellor, Lord Justice Collins, 


To One-sixth of £25,465 Cent. Consols ; 54, Solicitors, Messrs, 
anh Foyt wget gs 
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To Freehold Property in Norfolk, value £700 ; lady aged 60, provided reversioner 
85 survives her; with policy. Solicitor, Jas. Terrell, Esq., London. 
To One-sixth of £2,000 of a Trust Fund; lady aged 74, provided reversioner aged 
88 survives her; with policy. Solicitors, Messrs. Campbell & Parry, London. 
LIFE INTERESTS : 
Of a gentleman aged 57; producing £500 per annum, with policy. Solicitors, 
Messrs Gedge, Kirby, & Millett, London. 
Of alady aged 75; producing £2,245 per annum, with policy: allo FREEHOLD 
RESIDENCE in Belgravia. Solcitor, E. M. Lazarus, Esq., London. 
LIFE POLICIES : 
For £1,000 Solicitors, Messrs. West, King. Adams, & Co., London. 
For £800, £400. £100. Solicitors, Messrs. Collyer-Bristow, Russell, Hill, Curtis, & 
Dods, London. 
SHARES of Thos. Phillips & Co., Brewers. Solicitors, Messrs. Marshall & Marshall, 


on. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 

16.—Messrs Green & Son, at the Mart at 2:—Freehold Ground-rents, £518 per 
annum. upon 61 Houses and Shops, Winstead-street, Surrey-lane, and Hyde- 
lane, Battersea, producing £3,780 aa annum. Solicitors, Messrs, Miller, Smith, & 
Bell, London. (See advertisement, March 3, p. 5.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep tx CHancery. 

Baewery Investment Axp Promotion Syxpicate, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or 
before March 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Ernest Coward, 2 King st, Tower hill. Thomson & Co, 2 and 3, West st, 
Finsbury circus, solors for li,uidator 

Browert, Lixpiry. & Co, Limrep (1xconporatep Oct 9, 1890)—Creditors are uired, 
on or before April 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or to Alfred Shuttleworth, Duchy chmbrs, Clarence st, Manchester. 
Addleshaw & Co, Manchester, solors for liquidators 

Cray Law Inox Co, Limrep (1x Ligurpatioy)—Creditors are required, on or before April 
11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 


to W. B. Peat, Royal Exchange, Middlesbrsugh. Jackson & Jackson, Middlesbrough, 


solors to liquidator 
Gtovcester Gotp Mixixe Co, Limirep—Creditors in Europe are required, on or before 
April 7, and elsewhere on or before May 31. to send their names and addresses, and the 
of their debts or claims. to William Henry Brown, 34 and 33, Gresham st 
Gresham House, Old Brosd st, olor to liquidator 


— a Gotp Mixixe Co, Lontrep—Creditors in Europe are required. on or before | 


A 14, where on or before May 31. to send their namez and addresses, and the 
eee hy of their debts or claims, to William Henry Frown, 34 and 36, Gresham sat. 
, Greeham House, Old Broad st, sclor to liquidator 


Haycrart, Goup Repvcrion asp Mixixc Co, Limiten —Petn for winding up, presented 
Feb 27. directed to So tan 


be heard on March 14. Abrahams & Co, 5. Tokenhouse yard, solors | 


for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of March 13 ai 
Loxpox asp Nosrnees Bayx, Limirep - Creditors are requested on or before March 26, 
to send their names and addres-es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Gordon, 1, Bond st, Leeds. Simpson & Simpson, Leeds, solors to liquidator 
Matvern Lixx Gas Co. Lonrzep—Creditors are reqaired, on or before April 14, to send 
ir pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hubert 
Aloysius Leicester, 15, Foregate st, Worcester. Moore, Malvern, and Tree, Worcester, 
solors for liquidator 
Masnattayx Srzamsuie Co, Liomtrep (my Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before March 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William A. Hawkins, 22, Billiter st 
New Papvpock Lirr Co, Limiren—Creditors are required on or before April 10. to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Louis 
20. Theobald’s rd. Evans, 20, Theobald’s rd, solor to liquidator 
Pareyt Oxipz Syxpicate, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before April 5, to send 


names and addres»es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hugh Limebeer, 
8, Clement’s lane 








| 
| 


Sovrnaurptox Dairy Co, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 923, to | 
send their 


names snd addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Claud 
Audain, White House, Telegraph st. Thomson & Co, 2 and 3, West at, Finsbury circus, 
solors for liquidator 
Sraspisn Co Lisrrep—Creditor are required, on or before April 14, to send their names 
and ad *, and the partirulars of their debts or claims. to Frederick William Sole, 
120, Devorsbire 14, “horiey, Lares. Grundy & Co. Manchester, solors to liquidator 


Srvpmay’s Frores, Limirep- Creditors are required on or before March 23, to send their | 


names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Alexander 
Thomson, 2 and 3. West st. Finsbury circus 


W. B G. Rogsvck. Limiren Petn for winding up. presented Feb 26, directed to be heard 
on Wednesday, March 14 Ward & Co. 7, King st, Cheapside, solors for petners 
Notice of sppearing must reach the above-named not Jater than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of March 13 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIE3 DISSOLVED 
— oy Riese Seases Lovee Paiexpiy Society, Pack Horse Hotel, Higher Openshaw, 


Eicnta Axsiox Ispvsereiat axp ProvipeSt Laxp Sociery, Limitep, County bid 
ingston on Hull, Yorks Feb 21 ; : ee: ee 


Porrst — Mewx’s Cive axp Ixstitvtrs Society, 8, Orchard st, Swavsea, 
‘eb 93 


< — AczicurtvraL Cexvit Bociery, Vicarage, Rottingdean, Brighton, Sussex. 
eee er Jvuvexste Permanent Revier Society, Towneley Colliery, Burnley, 


verpool. Feb 21 
London Gazette,—Tuwsvay, March 6. 
JOINT 8BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Limireo re Ouarcery. 
Averratastax Goto saxo Fixaxce Corporation, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or 


| Casson. Jaues, Elland, York, Woollen Manufacturer March 81 


Nortuern Estates Reavization Co, Luarep—Creditors are required. on of before 
April 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. 
to Edward Parker Dove, 1, Leeds rd, Bradford . 

Norra Surrey Gorr Crus Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before April 14, 
to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Theodor Raasch»u, Club House, North Surrey Golf Club, Norbury 


Unvimirep 1n CHANCERY. 

Loyat Frreepom Lopas No, 127 or THe INDEPENDENT OrnpER or OppFrELLOWs, MAvscnestee 
Usity, Frienpiy Soorrty -Creditors are required, on or before April 6, to send their 
names and addresses. and the particulars of the debts or claims, to Rob. Kidd Whitaker, 
126, Blackburn rd, Haslingden i 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Braprorpv Mvurvat Cos. Suppry Assocration Society, Lauren, 240, Sunbrid 
Bradford, Yorks. Feb 28 ahi. 








For Turoat Irritation anp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 73d. and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 


Warnine To intenpING House Purcuasgrs AND Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of ful] particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’’—[Anvr ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb, 23. 


| Rapouirre, ELien, Berbert st, Oldham March 20 Buckley v Shaw, Registrar, Man- 


chester Ogden, Oldham 


London Gu zette —Turspay, Feb, 27. 

Atstoy Panny Amecia, Sudbury, Suffolk, Ladies’ Outfitter March 21 Sharp, Perrin, & 
Co v Alston, Cozens-Hardv, J Perks, Clement’s inn 

Lamp, Rosert, Oakenshaw, Durham, Inokeeper March 20 Lamb v Lamb, Registrar, 
Durham Douglas, Crook, Durham 

Prrrix. Grorce Tuomas. Tollington park, Upper Holloway, Auctioneer March 22 
Wakefield v Perrin, Kekewich. J. A'lgar, Abchurch In 

Warner, Benxsamrn Liss, Southampton, Yeoman March3t Warner v Warner, Byrne, J 
Shield, Alresford 


London Gazete.—Fripay, March 2. 
HotpswortTs, Hexsry Josern Hunt. Devonshire rd, Forest Hill, Wine and Spirit 
Merchent March 24 Hunt v Holdsworth, Byrne, J Bradford, Queen Victoria st 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 6. 
Hawortn, James, Salford, Lancaster April 3 Haworth vy Haworth, Registrar, Man- 
chester Pegge, Manchester 


ONDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35 
Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Twurspay, Feb. 27. 
Arxiss, Heepert Davin, 8t John’s Wood March 31 Hughes & Aston, Edgware rd 
Barrett, Saran Ann, Wardle, Lancs April6 Bamford, Wardle 
Berrs, Sauver, Hackney, Auctioneer March 3! Funston, Fiasbury pavement 
Bigiey, Joun, Leeds March 31 Southern & Fullalove, Burnley 


Booxer James, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Gent March 28 Ansell & Ashford, Bir- 
mingham 
Brock: envrst, CHaRLes, Walton, nr Chesterfield, Innkeeper March 21 Barker, Chester- 
1 


fie! 

Browx, Mary Ans, Swanley Junction, Kent March 25 Skelton, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Brown.ik, Evizaneru, Peckham Rye May 1 Charlton, St Swithin’s In 

Buck, Mrs Sorura Saran, South Kensiogton March 24 Francis & Johnson, Gt 
Winchester st 

England & Co, 
Halifax 

Corso, Axw Grevine, Clifton, Bristol March 31 Clark & Co, Bristol 


| Crrrcuitey, Tuomas, Waterloo Lancaster, Booking Clerk March 22 Owen, Liverpool 


Davies, Emma Louisa, Aston juxta Birmingham March 28 Restall, Birmingham 
Davis, Perer, Marlborough, Wilts, Ccachbuilder March 26 Phelps, Ramsbury 
Doyovan, Jonn, Lambeth, Fruit Seller March 23 Gibson & Co, Portugal st bldgs 


| Dippie, Atrrep, Bromsgrove, Estate Agent March1 Sanders, Bromegrove 
Workuas’s Castiexce Toxtixe Furexpty Sick asp Bverar fociety, 57, Hunter st | 


Dowsoy, Jane, RedJand, Bristol March 31 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 
FirzGeracp, Penerore Faepanrica, Chester sq March 26 Dowson & Co, Surrey st 


| Formas, Haney AncaipaLp, Pump ct, Temple, Barrister March 8 Ferman, Kenningtonrd 
| Furwe 8, Geornse, Willesden, Contractor April2 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 


April 14, to send their names and ad‘resses, ard the particulars of their debts | 


and claims. to George 4 shdown, 66, Gresham st. Madéisons, 1, King’s Arms yard, so'ors 


Beuzexs Co, Limrrr p>—Creditors are required, on or before April 16, to send their names 
addresses. the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert 8. Fischer, 71a, 
Waterloo st, Ww 
nay bem po epee anes Bape Co, Lemrene—Contiies are required, on or before April 
4 ir names 6 Tesses, and rticul f their debt laims, to 
Jobn B. Madderson, 33, High st. Stockton on Tees _ "i vss ney 
Mamsoces Laxp arp a pe Co, yn are required, on or before April 
send their names and addresses, a particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Robert Waite, Regent st, Haslingden. Whitaker, Haslingden, solor to liquidator 


Hay, Wittram, Lindfield, Sussex, Builder March 20 Trevor & Co, Brighton 


Hammonp, Sanan-Greenniiy, Christchurch, Hants March 31 Trevanion & Co, Bourne- 
mout 
Hanvey, Atrzep, Perry Barr, Stafford, Hardware Merchant April 23 Bill, Walsall 


Hawtin, Wiiuiam, Kensal rise, Stationer March 31 Hawtin, Middle Temple In 
Haves, Taomas, Peckham March 27 Harvey, Fenchurch st 
Huriey, Hexry, Clerkenwell, Wholesale Stationer March 31 Whitfield & Harrison, 


urrey st 
Hixpe, Foves Eaton, Heswall, Chester March 31 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Iveny, Joun Rosent, Maidenhead, Berks March 31 Lee & Co, Birmingham 
Kixcsianp, James, Heathfield, Sussex, Farmer {March 14 Sprott & Sons, Mayfield 
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Kix, Aticz, Sheffield March 25 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Laxe, Ewa, Liverpool April14 Browne, Warrington 

Last, Saran Exizaneta, New Lakenham, Norwich March 25 Bainbridge, Norwich 
Loyasorrom, Mary Any, Dalton, nr Huddersfield April5 Shoesmith, Halifax 
May, Jawes Bowsy, Russell sq March 31 Robinson & Co, Charterhouse sq 


Moore, Marra TuErEsa Bargincton, Upper Grosvenor st March 25 Lee & Pembertons, 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mircuett Percy Cocker Brighton, Paotographer March 24 Nye & Treacher, Brighton 


Myers, Major Witt1am Josern, Eton, Bucks April6 Wood, Finsbury sq 

Nasu, Atrrep Moss, Calcutta April7 Edwards & Co, Lawrence tn 

Nexpuam, Hon. Roserr, Vaplow, Bucks April4 A & H White, Great Mariborough st 
Bioou, « so Hulme, Manchester, Foreman Blacksmith April 2 Lloyd & Davies, 


nchester 
Open, Joszrn, Fairfield, nr Manchester March 17 Bromley & Hyde, Ashton under Lyne 
Perry, Jouy, Ashburton, Devon Juneé Steele, Ashburton 
ee, win ABETH Janz, Hyde Park gdns April 12 Nicholson & Co, Princes st, 
Store: 


Ramos, & akeeneun, Leadenhall st, Solicitor March 31 Ramsden & Co, Leaden- 
h 


Reiss, , atl South Kensington April14 Pennington & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Riesy, Mary, Fearnhead, nr Warrington April7 Davies & Co, Warrington 


Rosinson, NATHANIEL WisHArt, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, Land Agent April 14 
Bradley, King’s Bench walk, "te 
Ross, ALEXANDER, Sydenham July1 illiamson & Co, Sherborne In 


Bussum, Emity Mercatr, Bridlington, York March20 Sutcliffe & Sutcliffe, Bridlington 


Sr Jony or Biersoz, Rt Hon Evzanor Dowager Baroness, Bedford April7 Farrer & 
Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Scorr, WiLLIAM, Preston March 26 Harker, Brighton 


Suenton, CATHERINE, Bayswater March 27 Dunkerton & Son, Bedford row 
—~ James Hosson, Chadderton, Lancs, Mill Manager March 28 Watson & Son, 


idham 
Suiru, Georce, Pall Mall April9 Warrens, Great Russell st 


Surru, Mrs Isanetta Frances, Berwick upon Tweed Marchi17 Sanderson & Weather- 
head, Berwick upon Tweed 

Sxvru, JONATHAN Garnuam, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Farmer March 31 Irvine & Borrow- 
man, Hart st, Mark In 

Taytor, Ropert, Skirbeck, Lincoln, Brickmaker March 29 Jebb & Son, Boston, Lincs 


Tuorr, Bens amin, Sheffield, Farmer March 24 Robinson, Sheffield 

Toney, Tuomas Grorar, Aston, Warwick, Publican March 25 Burman & Rigbey, 
Bi irmingham 

Torrance, Mrs Jutia, Warminster, Wilts March 31 Broughton & Co, Great Marl- 


borough st 
TULLETT, cel sen, Brighton March 20 Trevor & Co, Brighton 


Watuss, Ex1za, Dewsbury, York April2 Peace, Dewsbury 

Warrttixe, Groner, Brighton March 20 Trevor & Co, Brighton 

Wice, Cuaries, Hoole Bank, nr Chester March 31 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Wiruers, Cecrria Carouine, Redhill, Surrey March 31 Brooke, Linco'n’s inn fields 


bee =| Wittiam Gaisrorp, Bristol, Bedding Manufacturer April 2 Goodden, 
ris 


London Gasette—Fripay, March 2. 
Apams, Frances Burrowes, Clifton, Bristol -April2 Alford, Clifton 
Bacon, Ann, Grantham Aprill2 Smith & Co, Horbling, nr Falkingham 
Barxs, Sant, Eastbourne April13 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Seho sq 
Banyes, Racuaer, Twickenham Apiil2 Gordon & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Beat, Wiit1Am Eart, Maidenhead, Berks April2 Fossick, Maidenhead 
— > pane ELL, Mappowder, Dorset, Yeoman March 24 Ffooks & Douglas, 
erborne 
Bioc 2 pee Huan, Cornwall +d, Westbourne park March 31 Kearsey & Co, Old 
ew 
Breeze, Janus, Chatham March 24 Wood & McLellan, Chatham 


Catrnror, Mrs Heten Mary Anne, Cockington, nr Torquay, Devon March? Hooper & 
Wollen, Torquay 
Craia, Atice, Whitehaven, Cumberland April1g McKelvie, Whitehaven 


Craia Wissen Tuomas, Whitehaven, Bank Accountant April 13 McKelvie, White- 
Dixon, ‘Rev Ricuarp Watson, DD, Warkworth, Northumberland April17 Barnard & 


Taylor, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Fomoystone, ANNE Craiare, Kensington March 31 Frere & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Fenn, ‘anna Henry Manrcerum, Albert gt, Knightsbridge April 2 Aldis, Basing- 


st 
Frexcu, Jang, Hull April1 Barker & Mayfield, Hull 
Garswewt, Evizaneta Anne, Exmouth, Devon April2 Thorold & Co, Regent st 
Hapaway, Tuom a Birchington, Kent, Farm Bailiff April 5 Dunkerton & Son, 


MM gs South sq, Gray’s inn, Solicitor March 27 Large & Son, South sq 
Harnett, Mary Annu, Cheltenham April? Dighton, Cheltenham 

Haxtay, Janz, Stoke, Devon March 27 Rogers, Falmouth 

Hayman, Anicam Repecoa, Bath April16 Maule & Robertson, Bath 

Haypey, Evizanera, Sandown, IW March 26 Pittis, Newport 

Hespeat, Row.ano, Hammersmith April 14 Oswald & Co, West Kensington 

Hopvesoy, Rev Jous Witovensy, Redhill, Surrey April 2 “Verrall & Borlase, Brighton 
Hurcuixgox, Major-Gen Grorox, CB. OSI, Ealing April 16 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 


~~ ar gd Joun, Sedgley, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper April 3 Willcock, Wolver- 
ampton 
Joxrs, Ronert Epwarp Samuet, Liverpool, Undertaker March 31 Husband, Liverpool 


aa. Many Aticx, Finsbury Park March 26 Hoddinott & Davis, Tower chmbrs, 
oorgate 
Knox, Lady Manerra Jossruins, Bath March 2i Fox & Co, Victoria st 


Lane, Lucy, Coombeinteignhead, Devon April10 Tozer, Teignmouth 
Layatey, Many Marrna, Chorleywood, Hertford April 14 Lomas, Rickmansworth 
Lxeoarrt, Jamxs, Portamouth April9 Howell, Portsmouth 

Lines, WittiAm Henay, Southport April8 Plumptre, Princes st, Lothbury 
Lispurne, Ernest Groror ae Arrnur Earl of, Crosswood, Cardigan 


Roberts & Evans, A st 
Lunnis, Cuantes, Chiswick i : Smith & Rydon, Lincoln's inn fields 


March 27 


Mason, Cuanves Perer, Caterham April5 Lindsay & Co, Ironmonger In 

Morais, Cuarces, Culmington, Salop Aprili4 Buchanan, Clun 

Morais, James, Swansea Higher, Glam March 17 Llewelyn & Co, Swansea 

Monsg, Constance Marra, Patcham, Sussex March 14 Nye & Treacher, Brighton 
Neat, Wi114m, Shipston on Stour, Worcester April2 Hancock & Co, Shipston on Stour 
Nerpsam, the Hon Rosert, Taplow, Bucks April4 A & H White, Gt Marlborouzh st 
Oariviz, CHaRLes Frepericx, Croydon April2 Harrison & Son, Folkestone 
OrmzsHer Epwarp, St Helens, Lancs, Licensed Victualler April2 Thomas, St Helens 
Pearce, Bensayix Water, Cheltenham March 21 Earenegey, Cheltenham 

Purprs, Henry, Rickmansworth, Hertford April 14 Lomas, Rickmansworth 
Quanitcu, Bernarp, Piccadilly May 1 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

Ricuarps, Joun Goipixe, Romford, Essex, Draper April2 Hunt & Co, Romford 


Rossrs, Henry, Holloway April1 Pumfrey & Son, Paternoster row 
om = } ee Bertie, Woodbastwick, Norfolk April 14 Frere & Co, Lincoln’ 


Rosinsow, J. fl Barrerssy, Birkdale April12 Williams, Southport 

Sawps, Exizasers, Cambridge st, Edgware rd March 31 Bolton & Co, Temple gdns 
SitteTt, James Baxyarp, Norwich March 25 Copeman & Ladell, Norwich 

Sack, James, Ainstable, Cumberland, Yeoman April7 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
Suezton, Martua, Leamington April7 Overell & Son, Leamiagton Spa 

Sxowpoy, Joun Porxer Kilburn April1 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 
Srracue, Joun Danret, Chelsea April2 Percy & Co, Arundel st, Strand 

®rriacs, Jonn ALBERT, Preston, Candover, Southampton April 14 Scotney & Shentons, 


Sresiez, Lieut-Col Ricnarp Fert, Scarborough May1 Milne, Kendal 

Tay.or, Joseru, Berkswell, Warwick, Farmer April14 Dewes & Co, Coventry 
Vexx, WALTER Cuares, Torquay, Draper March 30 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
Witkrns, Sops1a Any, Northam, Devon March 31 Ellis & Co, Basinghall st 
Weopwazrp, Joun, Croydon April14 Pakeman, Ironmonger In 


London Gazette—Tuxspar, March 6. 


Asuwix, Ricuarp Cuaries, Holloway rd April2 Denton & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Arcnes.ey, Ex1zabeTa Hesrer Isasev.a, Chiswick April 20 Pickett & Co, New inn 
Atkinson, E.1zaseTu, Grimsby, Corset Maker April 9 H E & R Mason, Great Grimsby 
Best, Jonn, Kirkoswald, Cumberland April6é Arnison & Co, Penrith 

Brown, ArTHUR WaLE, Teignmouth June2 Tozer & Co, 

Butt, Cuartes, West Croydon March 31 Amery Parkes & Powell, Chancery In 
Bureszs-Srort, Gzorask, Elstead, Surrey March 81 Jennings, Walbrook 

Catcuroot, 8aBan Guison, Reading, Berks March 31 Beale & Martin, Reading 
CLark, James, Harlow, Essex, Baker March 28 Thorneycroft, Harlow 

Coss, Be Stewart, Constantinople, Turkey April 4 Girling, Furnival st 


Cougs, Joun, 8t John’s Wood Aprilé Evans & Co, Theobald’s rd 

Cupwortn, James JANSEN, Reigate, Surrey April30 Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 
Danzs, Jeanetrs, Leicester Apiil13 Billson, Leicester 

Dor, E.izasetu, South Kensington April7 Foster & Co, Queen st pl 

Drass.e, Isapet, Bayswater April 20 Stileman & Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsbury sq 
Ewes, Emuity Constance, Mitcham Common, Surrey April 2¢ Tayler & Son, Gt James st 
Ganpy, Jouy, Birkenhead, Flatowner April7 Cecil & Co, Birkenhead 

Geesine, Joun, Marne st, Harrowrd May1 Bond, Ealing 

Go.prz-Tavsmay, Sir Joun Sznnovse, Douglas, Isle of Man May 31 Rixon, Bishops- 


a... Wrest, Ulverston, Architect March 13 Aitkinson, Ulverston 

Grunpy, Mary, Ulverston March 13 Aitkinson, Ulverston 

Henpy, Samve., Kingswood, Glos March 28 Parry, Bristol 

Jones, Henry, Ramsgate April 16 James & James, Ely pl 

Kyieut, Wituram, Sydenham Aprilil Harris & Co, Coleman s‘ 

Lapv, Axceia, Boughton under Blean, Kent April 17 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury 
Livesay, Joun Giutert, Ventnor, I W, Architect April 14 Urry & Woods, Ventnor 
Mrap, ¢ ~ S Ricumonp, Redhill, Surrey March 81 Bell & Co, Lincoln's 


meen han, King st, Covent garden March 31 Bannister & Reynolds, Basinghall st 
Paty, jee Senn, Greenhithe, Kent, Barge Owner April 10 Farlow & Jackson, 
Prsoxeray Grace, St Albans, Canterbury, New Zealand July 5 Bolton & Oo, 
Proorn, Jean ‘Cnletenian eve, Miag’a eens Maat St Wess, Shngsten 

Price, Richarp Epmonps. Bridgwater April 18 Wood & Co, Raymond bidgs 

Rion, Jouy, Firs Chew, Stoke, Somerset, Farmer April25 Tarr & Arkell, Bristo 
Riesy, Mary, Fearnhead, nr Warrington April7 Davies & Co, Warrington 
Smatteone, Wittiam, New Cross April2 Foy & Co, Clifford’s inn 

Sait, Jonaraan, Thornton, nr Bradford April17 Law, Batley 

ere, Be Ayxne Dororuea, Cheltenham April 20 Winterbothams & Gurney, 


Ch 
Spencer, Jonny, Preston, Beerseller March 31 Craven, Preston 
Srory, Cuanies, Tuxford, Nottingham March 31 Hodding & Co, Worksop 
Sumyzr, Rapa, Ribbleton, nr Preston, Farmer April 4 Clarke & Oo, Preston 
Surroy, Jonn CLement, Cardiff March 25 Spencers & Evans, Cardiff 
Toynsek, Percy Rosert Turner, Newbury, Berks April 20 Stileman & Neste, South- 
omen st, bloomsbury sq 
Tvurver, Rover, Greenwich, Cartage Co>tracter Aprilé Swann & Co, Cannons 
Waap, Wiitiam, Exmouth Aprill4 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 
Wanyer, Anyit Saaw, Hampstead March 31 Iliffe & Co, Bedford row 
Wasees, @ Cuagtorre Avavusta, Trinder rd, Crouch hill April7 Moon & Co, Liaooln’s 


fields 
Weiss, Many, Edgbaston, Birmingham April 30 Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 
Wuarron, Taomas, Birmingham April 30 Gliaisyer & Co, Birmiagham 
Wittiams, Tuomas Jonysox, West Smithfield, Cutler April9 Wells & Sons, Paternoster 


row 
Wituiams, Wriuiam, Gurnard, [W March 81 Colenutt, Cowes 
Wisox, Exvizanera Jounixa, Torquay April2 Blackburne & Smyth, Oldham 








McKeyzin, Punsain, Ranseche ah March 81 AR& H Bteele, College hill 


Wemggees, Joun Gaseee, Sout, Has April 20 Sweetlaund & Greenhill, Fen- 








ne 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette-—Turspay, Feb. 27. 
cee pg EEE AND RECEIVING 

RESCINDED. 


Strarrorp, Hexsert, Southsea, Hants, Grocer Portsmouth 
Rec Ord Aug 18, 1899 ‘adjud Aug 18 Resc and Annul 
Nov 9 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 2. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ATErxson, CHARLES Freperick, Leeds, Mill Superintendent 
Leeds Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

AvLt, ae’ Epwarb, Pockhasn, Dra per Windsor Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb 27 

Barty, fesse, © Ham npetend, Club Secretary High Court 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 26 

Barser, AtBert Epwarp, ALLEN Tivstry Bexvamy, and 
Artavre Cart Lorancz, Putney, Builders Wands- 
worth Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Burury. Ernest S81pver, Strood, Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

CurprerFiELp, James Tuomas, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Cab- 
driver Cambridge Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Corns, Morris, Mile End rd, Rag Merchant High Court 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 16 

Dare, Jonx Tuomas, Port Talbot, Glam, sc came 
House Keeper Neath Pet Feb 28 ba = 

Epwarps, Grorcze Reeivatp, Dover, toy Dealer 

Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Evans, Davip, Penygraig, Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Farre.t, Fraxcis Jonx, Heaton, Newcastle on Tene, 
Tailor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Forp. a Bartey, — Berks, Farmer Windsor 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 2 

Gasxix, Herperr, } nae Derbys, Builder Burion on 
Trent Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 28 

Goppagp, Tuomas Henry, Chevington, — Farmer 
Bury St Edmunds Pet Feb ‘2 Ord Feb 

Grex, Joux Henry, Leeds, Clicker Leeds eet Feb 28 
Ord Feb 28 

GREENFIELD , Builder Croydon Pet Feb 
26 Ord Feb 26 


Hatt, Taomas, Altham, nr Accrington, Contractor Burn- 
ley Pet FebS Ord Feb 26 

Haxwarp, Epwarv, Tewkesbury, Boot Manufacturer 
Cheltenham Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 

Hears, Tuomas, Leigh on “ea, Easex, Licensed Victualler 
High Comt Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Hixcuurre, Apa, Bramley, Leeds, Milliner Leeds Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Joxes. Lovisa, Futney, Laundress Wandsworth Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 


Joxes, Wim. Aberystwith, Fruiterer Aberystwith 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Kopeansky, Joseru, Jewry st, Aldgate, Cigarette Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 28 

Laws, James. Bedford, Coal Merchant Bedford Pet Feb 
27 Ord Feb 27 

Layspows, CHartrs Tuomas. i Wilts, Builder 
Swindon Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 

Lorrarxz, Rorert, Longtown, aN Innkeeper 
Carlisle Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Lrepiow, Ricnarp James, Windsor, Coachbuilder Windsor 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Manzsu, ee Suan, Leads, Grocer Leeds Pet 

b F 


Fe 
Mezaes, Joszru, Kiddermioster, Printer Kidderminster 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 


Marcatrz, Frepericx, Headingley, Leeds, Electrical 
Engineer Leeds Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Newserr, Tuoxuas. Whitfield, Northampton, Corn Dealer 
Banbury Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Pagxer, Joseru, Kidderminster, Carpenter Kidderminster 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

ae New London st, Corn Factor High Court 

Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 28 

Peypz, Ropgrt, and James Lawsox, Se, Builders 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 

Rsusvorrom, Tuomas, Goole, Yorks, “al Wakefield 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Bixox, AzTuce Revses. Knowl Hill, hea Carpenter 
Beading Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 


Bozertsuaw, Wititam Wisos, Halifax Pet 
Feb 2s Ord Feb 26 

Boetssox, Cuanies Rexcr, Birmingham, Penholder Manu- 
facturer ham Pet Fe 2% Ord Feb 26 

Bor. Evwaxp Jous, Salisbury, Stationer Salisbury Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb 27 


Baxrsox. Ly irom Dorset, Salesman Poole 


Sura, Rorexrt Hezeret, Bristol, Draper Bristol Pet 
Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 

Srayvisn, Cuanczs, Swansea, Clerk Swansea Pet Feb 28 
Ord Feb 28 


Srevessos, Wi1114m, Kidderminster, Milliner Kidder- 
a Pet Feb 2 Ori Feb 2 Pet 

Broriz, Jous, Birmin Draper Birmingham 
Feb2 Ord Feb 27 

Tuouss, Evwis, Greys Thurrock, Eesex, Brickmaker 
Chdimsford Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

‘borough, Joiner Scarborough Pet 


Viscerst, Areret apemsan, Exeter, Printer Exeter 
Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Writsrst, Grorsr Evursn, Doncaster, Butcher Sheffield 

w ng ted Ord Feb 27 a 
e114, Hexer, Stroud Green, Builder High Court Pet 
Feb % Ord Feb 2 





Was, Tomas, Ilkestone, Derbys, Insurance Agent Derby 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
Senn Davip, Aberdare, Valuer Aberdare Pet Feb 
14 Ord Feb 28 


Witson, Joun, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Feb 23 Ord 
Feb 23 


Woop, Ernest, and Irvine Woop, Bolton, Tea Dealers 
Bolton Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 


Woop, James, Whitchurch, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Woopxovuss, Tomas, Morecambe, Lancs, Fish Dealer 

Preston Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


Amended notice substituted | - published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 27: 


Wipsmitn, Witi1am, Manchester, Foreman Confectioner 
Salford Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Assort, Luxe, Loscoe, Derby, Grocer March 9at3 Off 
Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gt, Derby 

Batty, Banna. Hampstead, Club Secretary March 12 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Beaumont, Artuur Epcar, Mansfield, Notts, Grocer 
March 9 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 


Nottingham 
Briss, Jouy, Freemantle, Southampton March 12 at 315 
te) , 172, High st, Southampton 
Boor Henny, ‘Wrinehill, Staffs, Miller March 9 at 230 
Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme, Stafford 
Corn, Morris, Mile End rd, Rag Merchant March 9 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Davison, Coartes, Mexborough, York, Builder March 9 
at 1 Off Rec, Figtree In, cheffield 
Doswett, Hexry Sayrweiyi. Leeds, Patent Firewood 
erchant March 22 at 9.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, 
Canterbury 
Easrz, Artuur Recinap, Norwich, Electrical Engineer 
March 9at3 Off Rec, 8, Kin st. Norwich 
Epwarps, Greosce Recisacp, ver, Hardware Dealer 
March 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 73 Castle st, Canterbury 
Fagen, J H, Copthall om. Solicitor March 12 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Gotper Wi.1am, Stokesby, Norfolk, Builder March 10 
at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Hep wey, Ex.tiotr Baxter, Stockton on Tees, Auctioneer 
March 14at3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Hitts,. James, , Worcester, , Draper March 14 at 
12 174, Corporation ‘st, — 
Hut, Ines Hucers, Folkestone, Builder March 17 at 11 
Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Kixe, Horace Wiiu1am, Eastbourne, Tob ist March 
9'at 2.30 Off Res, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Lez Joszpu, sen, and JosepH in. jun, Stockport, Con- 
tractors March 9 at 11 , County chmbrs, 
Market pl, Stockport 
Lez, Ernet, Ipswich March 16 at 2,15 Off Rec, 36, 
Princes st, Ipswich 
Lez Grace Anceiique, Ipswich March 16at2 Off Ree, 
36. Princes st, Ipswich 
—- Herserr, Preston Brook, — Farmer March 
9at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manch 
Lister, Watrer, East Ardsley, Yorks, Gas Works 
eon March 12at11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wake- 
el 
Loaves, bee Holt, Norfolk, Painter March 10 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Lograryz, oan Longtown, Cumberland, Innkeeper 
March 19 at3 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Matcoimson, James, Blakeney, nr Holt, Norfolk, Travellin 
Draper "March 10atil Off Rec. 8, King st, N seers | 
Marseatt, Exnest, Little Eaton, Derbys, Greengrocer 
9at 3.30 Off Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 
Mityzs, wy + Corf 5 eaeecane March 9 at 
ff Rec, Regent st, Barnsl. ey 
Owes, Brea GairritHs, Manchester, Yarn Agent 
March 9 at 230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Parker, Herveet Staxiey, Walkley, Sheffield, Provision 
— -_ March 9 at 1230 Off Rec, Figtree in, 
e 


Rozzuck, Tuomas, Rotherham, Yorks, i Tenter 
March 9 at 1.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffi 

Ross, ALFRED, ag , Commission Agent Starch l4at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Scure_ke, Apotr, pony. Sites March 1% at 12 
Scort, fa, Skirwith, a mepey F + aaa March 19 
3. 


Suita, Joszrn Gzonce, New Winton Painter March 10 
at2 Town Hall, Windsor 

Srazevck, Hewry, Sheffield, Butcher March 9 at 12 Off 
Ree, Figtree la, Sheffield 

Srauuisc, Atruevs Ernecegp, Rye Norfolk, Grocer 
March 10 at 123) Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Vixcent, A:zeRtT Raciwao, Exeter, Printer March 15 at 
1030 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Vosrer, Frepericx Josera, Plymouth, Butcher March 9 
atll 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Witvsmirn, Wiitiam, Old Trafford, Stretford, je 
Confectioner March 9 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Wititams, Witiian Lioy ag Fishguard. Pembrokes, Grocer 
March 10 at 1 Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Wises, Jous, Leeds, Joiner March 9atil Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Wirnycomer, Cuances Henny, Cit se omens Vitus 
March 12 at 11 Bankruptey wags’ Carey st 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Feb 20: 





Acre, Roszest Jous, Handsworth, Engineer 


Amended notice substituted for that gitthe d in the 
London Gazette of Feb 23 


Daviess, Evan, Llangammach Wells, raat Schoolmas 
Mar 21 at 12 40 1, High st, Newtown er 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 27: 


Ports, Wittiam, Stockport, Cheshire March 8 at y 
Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Attwork, THomas, Upper tore, Contractor High 
Court Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 2! 

Arxiyson, CHARLES FREDERICK, Leeds Mill Superintendent 
Leeds Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 2 

Bonturone, James, Liverpool, ues Liverpool Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Feb 28 

Bryett, Freperick Ernest, Copthall av, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Jan12 Ord Feb 26 

Burry. Ernest Sipyey, Strood, Kent, Grocer Rochester 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

CHIPPERFIELD, JAMES THOMAS avast, Cab Driver 
Cambridge Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 

Curriz. ArcHiBALp, Camden Town, Builder High Court 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 26 

Dare, Joun Tuomas, Port Talbot, Glam, Refreshment 
House Keeper Neath Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

pE Lvussan. ALFRED, _ Northants Peterborough 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Feb 2 

Epwarps, GEORGE el Al Dover, Hardware Dealer 
Canterbury Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Evans, Davin, Penygraig, Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Farretyt, Francis Jony, Heaton, Newcastle on 
Tailor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Gopparp, Tuomas Henry, Chevington, Suffolk, Farmer 
Bury St Edmunds Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

GreEen, Jonn Henry, Leeds, Clicker Leeds Pet Feb 28 
Ord Feb 28 

Hincuuirre, Apa, Bramley, Leeds, Milliner Leeds Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Hixson, Wititam, and Henry Hinson, Stamford, Lincs, 
Builders Peterborough Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 26 

Jones, .r vy Putney Bridge rd, Laundress Wandsworth 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2 

JonzEs, eacnen Abery. atwith, Fruiterer Aberystwith 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb: 27 

Layspowy, CHARLES THoMAs. Purton, Wilts, Builder 
windon Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Lorgaine, Rosert, Longtown, Cumberland, Innkeeper 
Carlisie Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 

Luptow, Ricuarp James, Windegor, Coachbuilder Windsor 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Makrsu, Freperick Witiiam, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Mears, Joseru, Kidderminster, Printer Kidderminster 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Mercatre, Freperick, Headingley, Leeds, Electrical 
Engineer Leeds Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Mittarp, Wittiam Bridgend, Glam. Cabinet Manufac- 
turer Cardiff Pet fea! 17 Ord Feb 26 

Morris, James Pry 4 Cirencester, Carpenter Swindon 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

Parker Josepn, Kidderminster, Carpenter Kidderminster 
Pet Feb 28 ‘Ord Feb 28 

Paterson, Freperick, Hornsey, Clerk High Court Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Feb 21 

Ramspotrom, Tuomas, i Yorks, Grocer Wakefield 

2 ep eo 27 B. igh , 

1xoN, ARTHUR REvBEN, Know! Hill, nr Twyford, Carpenter 

Reading Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Ropertsuaw, Witii1aAm Wi.son, Halifax Halifax Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 27 

Roz. Epwarp Jonun, Sites, Wilts, Stationer Salisbury 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

Sampson, erry Wermout, Salesman Poole Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 

SARGENT, a Gentebery High Court Pet Jan 9 
Ord Feb 2 

ScHIELKE, , F. ay Baker High Court Pet 
Jan 23 Ord Feb 26 

Scorr. James, Skirwith, Cumberland, Butcher Carlisle 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Suita, Roserr Herperr. Bristol, Manufacturers’ Agent 
Bristol Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Sranron, Georce. and Cuaries Sraxtoy, Bromley, 
Builders Cro\don Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 27 

Stevenson, Witiiam, Kidderminster, Milliner Kidder- 
minster Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Tuompson, Joun, Scarborough, Joiner Scarborough Pet 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 26 

Vixcent, Atbert Reoinap, Exeter, Printer Fxeter Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


Weieornz, Georce Epuunp. Doncaster, Butcher Sheffield 
Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Weis, Henry, 1 Green, Builder High Court Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 

Wurst, Tuomas. Dkeston, Derbys, Insurance Agent Derby 
Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 

Witiiams, Winuiam pees p, PisHPuard, Pomboneen, Grocer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 

Wisoys, Georce, Northampton, Boot Dealer Northamp- 

Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 27 
‘Whrgom, 2 Joux, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Feb 23 Ord 


Woop, Exnest, and Invixa Woop, Bolton, Tea Dealers 
Bolton Pet Feb 28 Ord Veb 28 

Woop, James, Whitchurch, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 26 

Woovnovex, Tuomas, Morecambe, Lancs, Fish Dealer 
Preston Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


Amended notice substituted for wy published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 27 : 


| Weponsrn, v Wiussam, Old Trafford, Stretford Salford 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
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London Gazette.—Tuxspay, March 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bavwaytixe, Witt1am Bowman, aie Wells Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Oct 17 Ord Feb 28 

Bazrett, Water, Freiston, Lincs, Blacksmith Boston 
Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Bayiey, JAMES Henry, ener, Carman High Court 
Pet March 2 Ord March 

Bayiss, BExJaMIN era x, Lower Marsh, Seasteth, 
Clothier High Court Pet Merch2 Ord March 

Buson, Henry, Hawkhurst, Re Coal Merchant 
Hastings Pet Feb 27 Ord Mare’ 

Brown, Feapanic K WILLIAM, Norwich, Hay Merchant 
Norwich Pet March2 Ord March 2 

Crark, WILLIAM, Quinton, a nm Farmer North- 
ampton Pet Feb 27 Ord March 3 

CoorvEr, ALFRED, ~;"7 tion, Grocer Great Grimsby 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Gapaiet, Joseru SUTCLIFFE, —_ Wharfinger High 
Court Pet March1 Ord March 

Gasrizt, Jos 8, Belvedere rd, Waterloo Bridge, Quarry 
Owner High Court Pet Feb1 Ord March 2 

Harrison, Gronce Fraycis, Batley, York, B2erhouse 
Keeper Dewsbury Pet March 2 Ord Maren 2 

Hissert, ——— Francis, Derby, Painter Derby Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2 

Howcrort, ° oa rk, Hulme, Beeiate, Bricklayer 
Manchester Pet Marchi Ord March 

Hopper, GzorcE Epwarp, Bradford, eanaes Bradford 
Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Husy, Tuomas Hatt, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March2 Ord March 2 

Hussey, Atsert, Cromer, Norfolk, ’Bus Driver Norwich 
Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Hourcainson, Jonny a Pocock st, Blackfriars rd, 
Litho Printer High Court Pet Nov7 Ord March 8 

Jerrery. Tuomas, St mard’s on Sea, Carpenter Hastings 
Pet March 8 Ord March 3 

Jzrrerys, Epwagp, Earl’s Court rd, Bootmaker High Court 
 Guonot, Kington vgen Wall, Painter Kiagste 

Jonxson, Gzorce, Kin m upon ainter m 
upon Hull Pet March2 Ord March 2 

Kwicut, James Lucas, Wolstanton, os Ale Bottler 
Stoke upon Trent Pet March 3 Ord March 8 

Mariarp, Si oye Camberley, Surrey Wells Pet Feb 10 

Ord M: 


Morcay, Rowtanp Ricuarp, Pengam, Glam, Grocer 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet March2 Ord March 2 

Mosre.i, Georce Henry, Raweliffe, York, Farmer York 
Pet March t Ord March 1 

Nance, ARTHUR Putney Wandsworth Pet Jan 
1 


Ord Mari 
Pioxvr. Jos, Belton, Coal Merchant Bolton Pet March 3 
Ord March 3 


TayLor, Grorce, Halesowen. Worcester, ba Fitting 
Prover Stourbridge Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 

Terry, Josrru Jous, Upper Holloway, Pinpoforte Manu- 
facturer High Jourt PetMarch 2 Ord March 2 

Wessrer, Ricwarp, coun =e ey —— Kingston upon 
Hull Pet March 1 Ord Mar 

Wueatiey, Tuomas, Houghton Te ~~ Durham, Con- 
fectioner Durham Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Woopman, Water Wi.t14M, Tooley st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Marchi Ord March 1 


- FIRST MEETINGS. 


AvpgivGr, James Eyre, Jony Hexry Waker, and Joun 
Wuerk.er AvpripGk, Bristol, Engineers March 14 at 
12 Off Rec. baldwin st, Bristol 

Arxinson, CHARLES FREDERIC K, Leeds, Mill Superintendent 
March 15 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Pavk row, Leeds 

Busey, Ernest S1pNky, Strood, Kent, Grocer March 19 
at 1130 115, High st, Rochester 

Carney, Tnomas, Widnes, Lancs, Grocer March 14 at 2 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, yt og 

Dixe, Josern, Cirencester, ( Builder March 16 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 46. -Cricklade st, Swindon 

enema, CLEMENT WELLER, Small Heath. Birmingham, 

Factor March 18at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Ewen, J D, Hanover sq March 13 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Fagre.t, speed 1s Joun, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Tailor 
March 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


'yne 

Gasxiy, Hersert, Repton, Derbys, Builder March 14 at 
2.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

Goop, Wiit1Am Henry, Weymouth, Twine Manufacturer 
March 14 at 12 Mermaid Hotel, Yeovil 

Goopbax, Tuomas Epwaap, Stafford, Haulier March 13 
at1130 Wright & Westhead, 1, Martin st, Stafford 

Green, Joun Henry, Leeds, Clicker March 15 at 11 Off 

¢, 22, Park row, Leeds’ 

Harrison, Geornae Francis, Batley, York, Beerhouse 

mare March 15 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Hearn, 7 HomaAs, Leigh erupt Essex, Licensed Victualler 
March 13 at ine ped se Care’ 

Hino ae, Apa, Bramle: er Larch 14 at 19 
Off Rec, 22, Park Pay 

Hotorort, 4RTHvur, — an Bricklayer March 
ldati2 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Jones, Lovisa, Pataey, undress March 14 at 12 24, Rail- 
way app, London ridge 

Somme, F W, Bristol, Senthien Dealer March 14 at 12,30 

ff Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Korziansky, Josmru, Jewry st, Aldgate, Cigarette 
eaeetate March 14 at 12 Benbreptey bldgs, 
Jarey st 

Lang, James, Bedford, Coal Merchant March 13at11 Off 
Ree, 1a, Bt Paul’s sq. ord 

Layspown, Cuaries Tuomas, Purton, Wilts, Builder March 
16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Maagsu, Freperick WIt.iaM, » Grocer March 14 at 
ll Off Ree, 23, .o row, Leeds 

Mavpr, Major F oe March 14 at 12.30 24, 
Railway app, Ladee B 

Mercatrs, Farprniox, Far Headingley, Leeds, Electrical 
Engineer March 14 at 12.80 Off Reo, 22, Park row, 





Morrett, Grorcz Henny, Raweliffe, Yorks, Farmer 
March 15 at 12.15 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Morzis, James Ricwarp, Cirencester, ter March 16 
at 12 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swin 
Newesery, Tuomas, Whitfield, Northamptons, Corn Dealer 
March 13at12 1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 
Oates, WILLIAM, Hove, Sussex, Baker March 15 at 10.30 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldg-, Brighton 
Overton, Witi1am, Scarborough, Builder March 13 at 
230 74, Newborough, Scarborough 
PERRETT, ALBERT Wi.tiam, Bromham, Wilts, Farmer 
March 14 at 12.45 Off ~_ Baldwin st, Bristol 
Prive, ‘w-7° Dorcheste: ‘Greengrocer March 18 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, Sa'isbury 
Rickarps io Catvin Moreay. Croydon, Tarpaulin 
ufacturer 13 at 1230 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 
Rixon, Artuur Reveen, Knowl Hill, nr Twyford, Car- 
penter March 15 at 1280 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 
RosertsHaw, WittiaAm Witson Halifax March 14 at 230 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


Suaimpton. James, Redditch, Worcester, Builder March 
16 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
es "Rupert st March 14 at 12 Bankruptcy 
o—, Korn i Henrsert, Bristol, Draper March 14 at 1 
Rec. Baldwin st, Bristol 
mn... Grorce. and Cuartes Srantoy, Bromley, 
oa March 14 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


TaTE Wrticast, Halifax, Market Gardener March 14 at 
12 Off Rec, Townhall chmbra, Halifax 

Tesry. Josern Jonyn, Upper Holloway. Pianoforte Manu- 
facturer March 15 at12 Bankruptcy bid 5) ay st 

Txompson, Jonn, Scarborough, game Mar 
74, Newbo rough, Scarboro 

VINALL, a. jun, Pevensey. Builder March 13 at 2.39 
Coles & Sons, Seaside rd, Eastbourne, Solicitors 


Wrxser, WALTER, Penge March 13 at 1130 24, Railway 
app. Londen Bridge 

Wessrer Richarp, Kingston upon Hull March 13 at 11 
Off Rec, Trinity ” House ln, Hull 

Wet.sorne, Grorcs Epmunp, Doncaster, Butcher Mar h 
15at12 Off Rec, ee lane, Sheffield 

Wituiams, Cuagtorte, Wokingham, Licensed Victualler 
March 15 at 12 Queen’ s Hotel, Reading 

Woop. Ernest, and Irvine Woon, Soe, Tea Dealers 
March 14 at 11 Rm! Wood st, Bol 

Woop, Jamis oe oa “March 17 at 12 Off 
Ree, 117, 8t. — 

Worstey, Tomas, tony pe March 14 at 
2.30 Off Ree, Res eh st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Barrett, Water, Freiston, Lincs, Blacksmith Boston 
Pet March 1 Ord March'1 

Baytey, James Hevyry, Clerkenwell, Carman High Court 
Pet March 2 Ord Ma.ch 2 


Boguanp, JouN een, Oe ct, Clement’s In, 
erchant High Co et Sent 1g Ord Feb 27 
Brown, Freperick Wittiam, Norwich, Hay Merchant 
Norwich Pet March2 Ord March 2’ 

Crark. Wituram, Quinton. Northampton, Farmer North- 
ampton Pet Feb 27 Ord March 8 

Cooper, ALFRED, Scunthorpe, Lincs, Grocer Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 


3 at 330 








Cons, Morais, Mile End rd, Merchant Court 
Pet Feb 9 Ord March 2 ves _ 
— GrorcE ey Batley, York, Beerhouse 


eeper March 2 Ord March 2 
Haywarp, Epwarp, Sw) Boot Manufacturer 
Cheltenham Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 


Hissert. Atpert Franois, Derby, Painter Derby Pet 
March 2 Ord March 2’ . 


Hovcrorr, Arrnur, Hulme, Manchester, Bricklayer 
H co Eo predtonds a : ent Bradford 
‘copper, Grorce Epwarp, ew lo 

Pet March 2 Ord March 2 Zo 


Huszy, Tuomas Haut, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk Kingston 
upon Hull Pet March2 Ord 

Hussey, Atpert, Cromer, Norfolk, ’Bus Driver Norwich 
Pet March 2 Ord March 2 


Jouyxsox, Grorcze, Kingston Hull, Decorator 

upon Hull Pet Marc! Ord March 2 
TLLIAM my al and Seereens Herseet ey} 

eston ~.¥ Mare, Builders Bridgwater Pet Feb 


Knicut, James Lucas, Wolstanton, Staffs, Ale Bottler 

K : J _ J ; Ot hldgate, Cigarette 

OPELANSKY, JOSEPH aaa, ewry 

lacturer os Pet Feb 12 Ord March 8 
ABBISON, Palace 


— Tuomas a. 
Company High Court an 24 
March 1 


ia, James, Bedford, Coal Merchant Bedford Pet Feb 
Ord Feb 28 


aestiie Samvugt North Shoebury, Essex. Milli 
is ages Hi pun se tes Ord March 2 High 
ILLY, Witt1aM Ropert Geyt, Regent st, Builder 
Court Pet Jan 25 Ord March 2 
ManrsHati, Jouyx. St 
Hastings 


Morcan, Heyry Leonarp, Bishopston, Bristol, Green- 
grocer Bristol Pet Feb 20 Ord March 2 


Keen, 


Morean, Rowranp Bicnarp, Glam, Grocer 
yr Tydfil Pet March 2 
Moreett, Grorce Henry, Raweliffe, Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet March 1 Ord Warch 1 


Nyg, Taomas. Wittiam Nyrz, and Joan Nye, Ealing, 
Builders Brentford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 28 

Comm, } ‘cae Hove, Sussex, Baker Brighton Ord 

Sire. Acsest James, Harlesden Oilman High Court 
Pet Feb 16 Ord March 1 

Sraypisu, Coaries, Swansea, Clerk Swansea Pet Feb 28 
Ord March 2 


Tayor, onan. Halesowen, Worcester, Tube 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
Croydon 


Prover 
bis = Wieren Penge Pet Feb 7 Ord 
Wesster, Ricnarp, Kineston Hull upon 
Hull Pet Marchi Ord March 1 — 
Wueat.ey, Tuomas, i le § te Con- 
fectimer Durham Pet March 2 


March 2 
Wee Davip, Aberdare, Valuer Aberdare Pet Feb 
Ord March 8 
Westen Avrsep, Greenlanes Edmonton Pet Jan 25 
Ord March 1 
Woopman, Watters Wit. w= st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet March 1 March 1 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


McPuait, ALExanpER, Hastings, Boarding-house Keeper 
Hastivgs Adjud Jan9 Annul Feb 26 
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NEW VOLUMES COMMENCED ON NOVEMBER 4th, 1899. 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, WHICH MUST BE PAID IN ADVANCE: 





GOLIGiTone JOURNAL and WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 52s.; post-free, Single 


umber, Is. 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL ONLY, 26s.; Country. 28s ; Foreign, 30s. 4d.; Single Number. 6d. 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 26s ; Country or Foreign, 28s. ; Single Number, 64. 





ORDER FORM. 





1900, 


Please send the Soricrrors’ Journat and Weexry Reporter from 


until countermanded, 


. | Sees wee 


. months. 


I enclose cheque for 


_, my Subscription 








The Journat ana Rerorrer can be ordered from any date, and back numbers of the current volumes can be supplied. 


Cheques and Post Office Orders payable to H. VitiErs. 


Office: 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
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E _ BoRovGH OF BRIDLINGTON. INSURANCE OFFICE. LA 
APPOINTMENT OF TOWN CLERK. va gga 
LAW COURTS 1 BRANCH: 
The Town Council of this E Borough invite Applications 
from qualified Solicitors-if with Municipal Secstenes 40, CHANCERY LAN#, W.C, 
Tred — ae fill ~ Yo | — Clerk and Solicitor to A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
peoriaay ea — of £500, the Council | gum Insured in 1898 Exceeded £430,000,000. 
The gentleman appointed will be required to devote the RE 
waste of his time to Se service < the Corporation, & Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
necessary assistance in the ‘orman the 
Butiee of. of the office, and to keep fe Aocounte of the | CHE IMPERIAL uysvranoz company — 
A) ns, stating age, qualifications, and experience, LIMITED, FIRE. 
po eae wy ot of - more howd three testimonials Established 1808. } 
late, must be sent in immediate! 0 
Canvassing the Members of the Town Souncil after the 1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, 5 
date of this advertisement is strictly prohibited Chancery-lane, W.C. 
CHA AS. GRAY, Subscribed Ea og £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Bridlington, 20th February, 1900. Town Clerk. Total Funds over £1,500,000. : —— 
: LONDON OFFICES ano SHOW ROOMS : 
Seer eee earet Tanner, 139ano141 CANNON S™LONDON.EC. | . 
| BRENTFORD GAS COMPANY. ESTABLISHED 1782. Fense name this Journal LIB 
Orrice—BrenTrorp, PH@NIX FIRE OFFICE, 
February 23rd, 1900. 
= tte BO Ges “3 : 19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. EDE AND SON, 
awe yd 0: e Brent or om: avin TH 
reconsidered the proposed issue of Four pong le ens Lowest Current Rates. ROBE M A TH 
PETUAL Sams kE Stock of the Company, find it ex- Liberal and Prompt Settlements. KERS. 
ient to cancel and withdraw the Particulars and Assured free of all Liability. TI 
jitions of Sale by Tender of such Debenture Stock. =. Ticht} ; 
Any persons who have already sent in Tenders for such Electric Lighting Rules supplied. BY SPECIAL APPCINTMENT. 
Debenture Stock are hereby requested to apply for the Francis B. Macpona.p, Secretary. To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
return of their Deposi = m, Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. Fir 
y order, TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. ——$— 
WILLIAM MANN, Secretary, —— ROBBS FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
DALRYMPLE HOME, SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
eve: ASTLE- UPON-TYNE AND RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town HE 
D GAS COMPANY. ‘ For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace. — 
‘erms, &c., to ° ° * 
NOTICE 18 PER CENT. DE a ee 7 ope’. 8. D. HOGG, Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 
instructed Mr ROBERT MAOK, Auctioneer, to SELL BY Sea Gapwtanniion. ESTABLISHED 1689. 
AUCTION at the Offiors of the Com y, Grain jeter y INEBRIETY 
ewcastl -Tyne, 
March, i900. at Twelve clock.‘no NESDAY the Sth , 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
UPON-TYNE and GATESHEAD GAS 
DEBENTURE STOCK MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. § 
the rate of £8 1s, percent per angus PRIVATE HOME FOR LADI®S. THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. n 
PK... pa Sale and further particulars apply tc Medical Attendant: J. HEADLEY NEALE, M.B., 5 
_ THOS. WADDOM, Secretary. <> ak’ baie aa Le F.% Asaoe. Soc. BY AUTHORITY, 
28th voce} joo fd Medical “1 For terms and particulars 
-— tpply Mise RILEY, or the Prineipl Rivery requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
rtest notice. 
GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND INEBRIETY. L 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Lauren, — BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
No. 26, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. H O M E F Oo R L A DI E S . Be 
’ ’ (Under the 1879 Act or privately.) MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.) - pri y speedily p nintel in the Ea form for registration and 
Established 1836. Dr. J. M. HOBSON can receive a few Ladies under his distribution. § a ao TFICATES , DEBENTU. RES 
Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600 nl we L — with every facility for con- SEALS designe Aiekenseael: We Sharge’ for Sketches 
geen Satent on al ten omy i on Address : ge ‘oe gee 
versions le either at annual interest or for deferred c 
charges. Policies Purchased Glendalough, Morland Road, Croydon. Solicitor s’ Account Books. 
D. A. BUMSTED, PLA. Actuary and Secretary. 
ESTABLISHED 1861. RICHARD FLINT & G0., 
EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY B I R K B E C K B A N K, Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
INTERES x Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. F LEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
T SOCIETY, Limited. tel eosettanina ad of Serjeants’-inn). 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. INVESTED FUNDS - - = £10,009,000. Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000 Number of Accounts, 85,094. = eas 
Reversions snd Life Interests in Landed or Funced Pro- V DEPOSITS, fepeyable o on + sw a cat git BR AN D & CO. ‘Ss 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or | “pe Om GENT on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
LOANS granted thereon. ps 
minimum monthly ¥ he, when not drawn below £100, SPECI ALT] ES 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and 
C. H. CLAYTON,) Joint Sa For INVALI DS. 
F. H. CLAYTON, \ Secretaries. SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. gp sae 
OS ee ee He, 8 5, 2 IO Small mm vem andInterest allowed monthly on Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 
each completed £ 
THE REVERSIONARY \RY INTEREST SOCIETY, on” BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with particulars, post ESSENGE OF BEEF, 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Man: ge 
Pm seg 18293), Telographve Adress? * Bia se te RS BEEF TEA, 
Purchase Reversion: Interests in Real and Personal | ‘@97op™e recs: “ Braxsuon, Lowvox 
Dee sil, Lite iatereata and Lite Policies, and MEAT JUICE, &e., 
‘oney upon these Securities. i 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. AALEXANDER & SHEPHE ARD, Of all Chemists and Grocers. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard, to PRINTERS BRAND & 00. AY ‘LONDON, & pee AIR 
80, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. Wo ‘ 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. : 
ParLiaAMENTARY Bitis, Minutes or Evipence, Booxs or iS 
as omaegum eee” ng REFERENCE, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &c., &0. THE MOST NUTRI ~ 
* | B00KS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, a ~ - S 3 
Trustee: The Most Hon. the Marquis of TWEEDD ALE. WT 
Bancsas: BANK. OF ENGLAND. ana Pn 5 ahentagent ge pcm nc Work 
Estate Payments, Disbursements, &, USE - ‘ —co 
cheque BANK CHEQUES. No cheaper form of Every description of Printing GRATEFUL UPON TING 
= to any part of the world. Payment of Annuities 
= 2 Current Accounts Opened. Dezrosirs Re- | printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
at InrEREst, and WEEKLY REPORTER. 
Head Office: 93, we Coe te Within, E.C. on aie 
West End Office : -street, 8.W. 27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. BREAKFAST-—SUPPER. : 





